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THE FOLLowinG Generar Onnrr, directing the re- 
moval of the office of the Registrar of Trust Deeds in 
Bankruptcy from Basinghall-street to Quality-court, 
Chancery-lane, and relating to the registration of trust 
deeds, has just been issued: 

It is ordered as follows, that is to say,—that the office of the 
chief registrar for the registration of trust deeds, composition 
and inspectorship deeds, entered into between debtors and 
creditors, shal], on the 19th day of July next, be removed 
from the Court of Bankruptcy, Basinghall-street, in the city 
of London, to the chief registrar’s office, in Quality-court, 
Chancery-lane; and that after that day, every deed or instru- 
ment executed by a debtor shall be produced and left for the 
purpose of being registered, and every copy-deed and account 
of the debts of the debtor, and every certificate of a trustee, 
and all affidavits and other documents relating to such deed or 
instrument, shall be filed at such last-mentioned office, and not 
elsewhere. 


No part of the recent Bankruptcy Act has given rise 
to so much difficulty and confusion as the set of clauses 
relating to trust and composition deeds and their regis- 
tration. Every clause, almost every line, has proved a 
puzzle. A case of Re Eaton and Coz, a report of which 
appears under its proper head elsewhere, is an illustra~ 
tion in point. The question was in itself simple enough ; 
but so complicated and conflicting are the provisions 
relating to it in the Act that Mr. Commissioner 
Holroyd, notwithstanding a very vigorous and honest 
attempt to deal with them, and to grope his wa 
through the confusion, was compelled as the result 
of all, to invite an appeal to the Lords Justices, as what- 
ever their Lordships’ opinion might be it would, at all 
events, be conclusive. The simple question was, whether 
district Bankruptcy Courts had authority, under the 
Act, to examine debtors who had executed deeds which 
were subsequently registered under its provisions, ‘To 
decide this plain question it became necessary to over- 
haul very numerous provisions scattered throughout the 
statute, and to decide how far one set of clauses were 
restrained or wholly superseded in their operation by 
another set. The result is not surprising. The country 
commissioners of course differ amon iiciantress and 
the matter having come before Mr. Commissioner 
Holroyd he has been compelled to undertake the diffi- 
cult task of interpreting the Act in this respect. In con- 
sidering the question he distinguishes between the two 
cases of a change from bankruptcy to arrangement, and 
of a composition or arrangement made originally under 
a registered deed; and the Commissioner’s decision is 
that in the former case the jurisdiction to examine 
debtors is in the Court which had exercised jurisdiction 
in the bankruptcy before it had been changed to an ar- 
rangement. Where there has been no bankruptcy, but 
only a registered deed, Mr. Commissioner Holroyd is of 
opinion that this jurisdiction is vested in the Court 
which would have adjudicated if there had been a bank- 
ruptcy. He, therefore, refused to examine the debtor, 
who, it appears, had carried on his business at Birming- 
ham and resided there. 


Dr. Lusuineron’s DEcisIon in the case of Dr. Row- 
land Williams is hardly less interesting to lawyers—at 
least those amongst them who rise above the mere 
details of practice before ordinary tribunals—than it is 
to theologians. One of the chief difficulties of sound 
legislation, as well as of scientific jurisprudence, is to be 
found in the close connection with morals which exists 
between most subjects within their provinces. A rule 
of law, whether enacted by Parliament or enunciated 
from the judicial bench, ought never to be found in con: 





643 


flict with true morality; and yet on the other hand 
nothing could be more injurious than any serious attempt 
to enforce moral precepts by legal sanctions, It is no 
wonder, then, that there should be considerable mis- 
giving in the public mind whenever questions concerni 

religion, or even the minute differences of doctrin 

truth, come to be decided before a mere 1 tribunal. 
People naturally think that there is something iacon- 
gruous about the notion of a layman o— the arbiter, 
not only of morals, but of religious truth; and so, no 
doubt, there would be if he were anything else than a 
mere interpreter of legal rights and obligations which 
are defined in a manner comprehensible to ordinary intel- 
ligence ; and, indeed, require the mind of a lawyer for 
their due and consistent applenien: If Dr. Lushing- 
ton’s function were to evolve truth from his breast in 
such manner as the judges at Westminster Hall ate 
supposed to produce the common law, from time to time, 








- of their position. 





us occasion requires, Churchmen might well complain 
But when it is considered that he sits 


as a judge bound by definite and written laws, as much 


: asany other judge, without any power to define or enun- 


ciate abstract truth, it is entirely advantageous to the 
Church, and to all parties concerned, that even such 
cases as those of Dr. Williams and Mr. Wilson, should 
have been heard before so able and erudite a lawyer, 
and so experienced and acute a judge, as Dr. Lushington. 

The judgment in Dr. Williams’ caseis in itself mainly 
remarkable for its emphatic assertion that the articles 
of religion and the formularies ther constitute the 
sole code of the Court of Arches. Nothing can be more 
distinct than the language of the learned judge in lay- 
ing down this proposition. He entirely rejects 
notion of that Court having any jurisdiction to try a 
clergyman by the “ standard of scripture.” In no ease 
where the “ doctrine” of a clergyman is impeached can 
the question be raised whether it is scriptural or not. 
According to the rule laid down by the learned judge a 
clergyman would not be punishable for preaching un- 
scriptural doctrine so long as it is not against anything 
to be found in the Thirty-nine Articles or the Prayer 
Book. Another feature of this remarkable judgment is 
its rejection of the authority of theological writers as 
against the accused. Dr. Lushington refuses any weight 
to the writings of diyines however eminent when cited 
to increase the stringency of the written law. The only 
remaining point which we need notice as being intcrest- 
ing to lawyers is that which relates to the distinction 
between the natural and non-natural sense, in either of 
which it is said that the Articles may be subscribed. Dr. 
Lushington has decided that a judge is bound to apply 
them in their plain natural sense, and he must assume 
that they have been so signed and beg: bar The Times, 
in a leader upon the subject makes the following ob- 
servations, 


The legal aspect of a theological case is palatable to no 
religious school, and leaves the passions and opinions of the 
disputants where it found them. Still, though it cannot do 
everything, it may do much, If it be accepted by both sides 
not, indeed,as a solution of theological doubts, but as good law, 
it may induce both to pause.. Unless this judgment be re- 
versed, it is plain that any clergyman who preaches or writes 
against the Divine authority of Scripture breaks the letter of 
the law by so doing, and may equally violate its spirit by 
irreverent criticism far short of this. It is no less plain that 
any bishop who prosecutes him for such an offence will find 
great difficulty in bringing the charge home, and will run the 
risk of contributing to swell the list of errors which a clergyman 
may maintain with impunity. Success in such a suit would be 
indeed, a Cadmean victory. By pushing things to extremes, 
either party has it in its power to precipitate and aggravate a 
crisis which can only be harmless to the true interests of 
religion if it be tempered with moderation and spread over a 
course of years. By practising forbearance, and abstaining 
from all attempts to strain the law in either direction, both 
will best secure the respect of the laity, prepare the way fora 
calm discussion of the legal position of clergymen, and preserve 
in the meantime the peace of the Chureh. 
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We agree with the writer in thinking that the 
serious questions now at issue in the Church can be 
better discussed before such an umpire as Dr. Lushing- 
ton, and in a proper legal proceeding, than in Convoca- 
tion, or in any purely theological Forum. 


Lorp CranricarpE has brought forward a bill to 
enable English and Irish attorneys or solicitors to 
practice in both countries. The only practical ground 
advanced by his Lordship is a very insufficient one for 
such a measure. He thinks that a landowner in one 
country, who has his own family solicitor there, should 
not be obliged to have a different one for the transaction 
of business relating to any property which the land- 
owner may have in the other country; and that all 
persons requiring to enforce rights in both countries 
should be allowed to employ the same solicitor in both. 
It is pretty clear, however, that the existing state of 
things cannot be very grievous either to the public or 
to solicitors on either side of the channel, inasmuch as 
Lord Clanricarde is the only person who has moved in 
the matter. Nor can it be supposed that if such a bill 
were to pass it would be anything else than a dead letter. 
Practically there is nothing now to prevent the 
“family solicitor” from doing the conveyancing busi- 
ness of the family in both countries; and while so 
many differences exist between the law and practice of 
the tribunals in England and Ireland it would be the 
height of folly, both for the client and the solicitor, that 
the latter should undertake the personal conduct of 
litigation before Courts to which he was an entire stran- 
ger. The bill, however, has been read the first time, 
and Lord Cranworth has expressed himself in its favour, 
suggesting moreover that it might be very useful if 
judges of the superior courts were empowered to go 
circuit and to sit indifferently in both countries. This 
proposal is by no means novel, and whenever the 
English and Irish systems of procedure are completely 
assimilated it is not improbable that it may receive the 
sanction of Parliament. 


Tue Nomination for the election of candidates for the 
office of Coroner for the Central Division of Middlesex 
took place yesterday. The polling will take place on 
Monday, commencing at eight o'clock in the morning, 
and closing at four in the afternoon. It lasts one day 
only. The nomination for the Western Division has 
been fixed for next Friday, and the polling will take 
place on the Monday following. Mr. Alley Jones has 
retired from his candidature for the Western Division, 
and thus gives Mr. Bird a greater certainty of success. 
We believe that Mr. C. E. Lewis is equally certain for 
the Central District, notwithstanding an attempt on the 
part of Dr. Lankester to damage him by an absurd 
charge which met with an immediate and indignant 
refutation, and has since been withdrawn with an 
apology. 

It is curious to observe what striking illustration 
every week, since the present contest began, has afforded 
of the absolute necessity of having the duties of 
a coroner discharged by a well-trained lawyer. On 
Tuesday last a very lengthened case was heard before 
Mr. Langham, the denite-coteine for the city of West- 
minster ; and that in, as in the great majority of cases 
which come before the coroner, there was no question 
whatever either as to the fact or the physical cause of 
death, but there was an allegation of manslaughter 
against Mr. Train, the projector of street tramways, 
upon which some most intricate and difficult questions 
of law were raised as to his civil and criminal responsi- 
bility for any accident caused by the railway after it 
had been declared a public nuisance. 


Unper THE HEAD oF Foreign Trizunats in our 
publication of to-day will be found a very useful and 
interesting paper on the existing French law affectin 
English limited companies, as well as on the genera 
law of partnership in that country. The writer, Mr. 





Algernon Jones, although an English gentleman, and 
formerly a member of the English bar, has for many 
years past been a well-known practitioner in the Im- 
— Courts of Paris; and has, from time to time, been 
argely consulted by Royal Commissioners and the law 
officers in this country upon questions of “ comparative ” 
law, where it has been thought advisable to obtain a 
knowledge of the Continental systems. We have been, 
from time to time, favoured by Mr. Jones with very 
valuable contributions of this character ; and we believe 
that so clear and intelligible an account of the existing 
law of French partnership as is to be found in our 
columns to-day has not yet appeared in the English 
language. 

Tue precree or Docror or C1vit, Law was conferred 
upon Sir Roundell Palmer, the Solicitor-Gencral, at 
the commemoration at Oxford on Wednesday last. 


Sir W. Ginson Craic has been appointed to the 
office of Lord Clerk Register in Scotland. The salary, 
however, has been abolished, and it remains an honorary 
office. 

Mr. Henry Hopcerrts Deacon, of Doctors’-commons 
has been appointed a London commissioner to adminis- 
ter oaths in the High Court of Chancery. 


Mr. Francis Cxark, of Bishop's Waltham, has been 
appointed a Commissioner to administer oaths in the 
Court of Chancery. 

Mr. Neit Corqunoun Campsect, advocate, has been 
appointed sheriff of Ayrshire, in the place of Mr. 
Cristison, deceased. 

Tue Hon. G. A. Hosart has been appointed judge 
and sessions judge of Sholapore. Mr. A. T’. Crawford 
has been appointed senior assistant judge and sessions 
judge of the Korikun for detached stations at Rutnag- 

erry. Mr. H.M. Birdwood has been appointed acting 
assistant judge and sessions judge of the Korikun. 


——_—_—— 


*,* We have just received the report of the com- 
mittee of the Liverpool Law Society, appointed to con- 
sider the Land Transfer Bills now before Parliament. 
We propose to give it at length next week. 


& 
> 





MARKET OVERT. 

The establishment of public marts or places of 
buying and selling, such as markets and fairs, with the 
tolls arising therefrom, are enumerated by Blackstone 
as one of the prerogatives of the Crown, for they can 
be set up only by virtue of the King’s grant, or by im- 
memorial usage and prescription which presuppose 
such a grant. In former.times it was customary to hold 
these fairs and markets on Sundays, until it was pro- 
vided by the statute 27 Hen. 6 that no fair or market 
should be kept upon any Sunday, except for necessary 
victuals or in time of harvest. This latter exception has 
been since repealed by the 13 & 14 Vict. c. 23. We 
propose here to inquire what is meant by the term 
market overt, and under what circumstances sales of 
goods may take place in “ market overt,” so as to give a 
valid title to a purchaser. The rule of law with re- 
spect to sales in market overt is thus enunciated 
by Lord Coke :—‘ All sales or contracts of anything 
vendible, in fairs or in markets overt (that is, open), 
shall not only be good between the parties, but 
also be binding on all those who have any right or pro- 

rty therein;” and the reason assigned for this is, that 
it is expedient that the buyer, by taking proper pre- 
cautions, may at all events be secure of his purchase, 
otherwise all commerce between man and man would 
soon be at an end; and for this purpose, the. Mirror 
informs us, were tolls established in markets—namely, 
to “testify the making of contracts.” In those cases, 
where a man has not in himself the property of the 
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goods, but only the possession, as if he be a thief or a 
nder, he may generally make a valid sale, provided he 
does so in market overt, during the usual market hours. 
This market overt in the country can only take place 
on particular days, provided either by charter or pre- 
scription for particular places ; but in the city of London 
every day except Sunday is market day. The only 
market overt in the country is the market place or spot 
of ground set apart by custom for the sale of patthoched 
goods, but in the city of London, every shop in which 
goods are publicly exposed for sale is “ market overt,” 
but only for a. things as the owner professes to sell 
(2 Bla. Com. 449) ; and this custom is not confined at the 
present day to those shops which are literally open to 
the street ; for a sale of goods in a wholesale warehouse 
used as a shop, having glazed windows in which articles 
were exhibited for sale, has been decided by the Court 
of Queen’s Bench to be a valid sale in market overt. 

There are some cases, however, where even 2 sale in 
“market overt” will not secure the purchaser, for if 
the goods sold are Crown property, or if the pur- 
chaser at the time of the sale knows that the goods are 
not the property of the vendor, or if in fact the pur- 
chaser is guilty of any other fraud in the transaction, 
such sale, although regular in all other respects, will in 
no case bind the Crown, or avail against the right of 
the original owner. Under the statute 24 & 25 Vict. 
c. 96, s. 100, the owner of stolen property, who has 
prosecuted the thief to conviction, is entitled to an order 
for the restitution of such property, and this, notwith- 
standing any intervening sale in “ market overt ;” for 
upon the conviction of an offender the property in the 
article stolen becomes revested in the owner, who may 
bring his action for its recovery against any person who 
detains it, although no writ of restitution has been 
made under the statute, as the remedy thereby afforded 
is cumulative (vide Scattergood v. Sylvester, 15 Q. B. 
506) ; and long before there was any statutory regulation 
on this subject, after a conviction of the thief, the 
owner was entitled to restitution of his property which 
had been stolen, even although it had been converted by 
a sale in market overt: 2 Co. Inst. 714. 

When the property stolen has been sold, but not in 
market overt, it is not necessary that the owner should 
have prosecuted the felon, in order to enable the owner 
to recover possession of his property from the hands of a 
third person, who has had nothing to do with the theft ; 
for although public policy demands that offenders 
against law should be brought to justice, and for that 
very reason a man is not permitted to abstain from 
prosecuting a felon, by receiving back stolen proeety 
or an equivalent, or else by compounding a felony in 
some other manner, without a suit, still this rule of law 
does not apply toa case where such goods have been pur- 
chased by an innocent vendee (vide White v. Spettigue, 13 
M. & W.603). Where the property stolen has been pur- 
chased in market overt wd 5 disposed of again previously 
to the conviction of the thief, such purchaser in market 
overt is not liable at the suit of the original owner to 
an action for trover for such property, because he had 
not the possession of the s at the time of the con- 
viction; but where notice had been given to a purchaser 
of goods, who did not buy them in market overt, that 
such goods were stolen, and the purchaser subsequently 
disposed of them by a sale in market overt, the original 
owner of the goods was held to be entitled to recover 
their value: Peer v. Humphry, 2 Ad. & El. 495. 


& 
— 





CONSOLIDATION OF THE LAW OF COPYRIGHT. 
No. IL 
(By Epwarp Lioyrp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law). 
The origin of copyright in sculpture was of more re- 
cent date than either of the first three Acts which we 


have just considered. One might therefore reasonably 
have expected to find that it would have been consti- 





tuted on the same footing as that of capyright in en- 
gravings, &c., yet the provisions of statute 38 Geo. 3, 
c. 71, will be found to be at variance with those of the 
former Acts in some secondary, and in one most import- 
ant particular. It will be remembered that under the 
Copyright in Engravings Acts two remedies were given, 
one by destruction of the piratical work and the penalty 
of five shillings against the pirator for every copy sold or 
offered for sale by him; the other by special action on 
the case for damages and double costs; and that the 
former remedy could be pursued only within six months 
after the discovery of the injury, while the latter was 
not specially limited in point of time. But in the case 
of sculptures the only remedy was to be by special action 
on the case for damages ; fall costs only of the suit could 
be recovered ; and all actions were limited to six months 
after the discovery of the offence. Again, the period of 
enjoyment of proprietorship was limited to fourteen 
years, instead of twenty-eight, as in 7 Geo. 3, c. 38, 
while the provision with respect to the name of the pro- 
prietor se the date of the publication were similar to 
those in the former class of Acts. The most important 
defect, however, will be found when we come to notice 
what was the definition of the proprietor and his pro- 
perty in works of sculpture and models ; it was ‘every 
person who should make or cause to be made any new 
model, or copy, or cast from such new model of any 
bust, or any part of the human figure, or any statue of 
the human figure, or the head of any animal, or any 
part of any animal, or the statue of any animal,” whether 
such new model were actually a copy, or a copy “in 
alto or basso relievo, or any work in which the repre- 
sentation of any human figure or figures, or the repre- 
sentation of any animal was introduced ;” it also com- 
prehended any person who should “ make or cause to be 
made a new cast from nature” of the human or animal 
figure or its parts. Contrasting this declaration of the 
right of property with sect. 2 of the Act, which defines 
the nature of the injury intended to be punished, we 
find that the latter consists in ‘‘making or causing to 
be made any copy or cast ” of the proprietor’s invention, 
“by adding to or diminishing from it.” This amounts, 
by mere force of words, no less than by judicial construe- 
tion, as we shall afterwards see, to an exclusion from the 
operation of the statute of any piracy committed by 
“‘making or causing to be made” an exact copy of the 
original invention: while by the very same section 
(sect. 2) the importation for sale, or sale or other dis- 
position of any copy or cast of an original invention, is 
prohibited. This very anomalous state of things it was 
the object of statute 54 Geo. 3, c. 56 to correct. By 
this Act the enumeration of the classes of subjects in 
which property should subsist was materially the same, 
the only alteration being that it was — to in- 
clude them all under one or other of three h namely, 
subjects which are matter of invention in sculpture ; or 
in alto or basso-relievo; or casts from nature. But by 
sect. 3 the several acts of making or importing, or caus- 
ing to be made or imported, or exposed to sale, or other- 
wise disposed of, any pirated copy or cast, whether pro- 
duced by moulding or copying ae or imitating in any 
way the subjects ptt. 4 by the Act, were defined to 
be the specific injuries for which a remedy was provided. 
This Act is also somewhat remarkable, as being the first 
of the whole series which we have been considering, in 
which the assignees of the proprietor are expressly men- 
tioned, as having after him the right of action on the 
case. We may also notice that, by it, double costs of 
the action, instead of full costs only, are given to the 
plaintiff; and also that the term of fourteen years pro- 
prietorship is extended to twenty-eight, but only in case 
the original inventor should be alive at the expiration 
of the first fourteen years. 

The last and most important change in the law of 
copyright in sculpture was made by statute 13 & 14 
Vict. c. 104, the 6th and 7th sections of which pro- 
vide a scheme for the registration of all works of art 





646 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER, Jury 5, 1862, 








coming within the meaty provisions of the Sculpture 
Copyright Acts. ‘This is done very simply, by including 
them within the provisions of the Acts for the registra- 
tion of designs. The registration may be made at any 
time within the duration of the copyright under the 
Sculpture Copyright Acts, and is evidenced by marking 
with the word “ registered,” and with the date of regis- 
tration, the sculpture or other work of art intended to be 
protected. By this means any piracy of a sculpture or 
other work of art, which would, eater the Sculpture 
Copyright Acts, entitle the proprietor of the original 
work to an action on the case, is rendered punishable 
by a fine of not less than £5, or more than £30, for 
every offence, and for the recovery of that penalty the 
proprietor is to have all the remedies given by the 
Designs Act, 1842. 

I have thus considered the several Acts relating to 
copyright in works of art, and have pointed out what 
appears to be their defects; it is impossible, however, to 
obtain a complete knowledge of the law on this subject, 
without comparing the judge-made with the statute 
law, and this must be left to form the subject of another 


paper. 


a 


The Courts. 
COURT OF QUEEN’S BENCH. 
(Sittings at Nisi Prius, at Guildhall, before Mr. Justice MEL- 
LoR and Special Juries.) 
June 30.—This was the first day of the sittings after Trinity 





erm, 

In the list of causes to be tried there were 87 remanets and 
85 new causes, in all 172; of these 25 were marked as with- 
drawn, stayed, or commissions ordered. 

The special jury handed to the learned Judge a paper com- 
plaining that so many country cases were tried in London, 
which threw an undue proportion, of the work upon the Lon- 
don jurymen, in which statement his Lordship said ke quite 
agreed, 





COURT OF COMMON PLEAS. 
(Sittings at Nisi Prius, at Guildhall, before the Lord Chief 
Justice ERLE and a Special Jury.) 

June 30.—This was the first day of the sittings in London 
after Trinity Term, and the list contained the nawes of 218 
causes to be tried, of which 80 were remanets and the rest new 
causes. One hundred of the causes were marked for trial by 
special juries. 





COURT OF EXCHEQUER. 
Sittings at Nisi Prius, at Westminster, before Mr. Baron 
Martin and a Special Jury). 

June 25.—Huggins and Others vy. Burroughes and Others. 
— This case was again resumed, and, after having occupied two 
whole days, with a prospect of consuming a third, it was agreed 
that a verdict should be entered for the plaintifis for £150, 
subject to certain conditions between the parties. 

At the close of the case a question arose as to the compensa- 
tion the special jury ought to receive for their attendance. 
They seemed to think themselves entitled to a guinea for each 
day. It is time that some legislative enactment should 
put an end to applications of a similar nature. Why a special 
jury should expect double or treble fees it is difficult to dis- 
cover. The same obligation to assist in the administration of 
justice is cast upon special and common jurymen alike, and the 
latter not unfrequently have to attend from day to day for a 
month at a time, receiving as compensation only 8d. a cause, 
whether it last one day or a week, and usually receive that 
sum without a murmur; but the former only attend casually, 
and are paid a guinea a cause, whether it last two minutes or 
an hour, and their unanimity in grumbling at the fee is very 
remarkable. 





(Before Barons Martin, CHANNELL, and WILDE.) 
June 28.—Bush vy, Bevan and Others. —Mr. Baron CHANNEL 
delivered the decision of the Court in this case. The question 
raised was whether the defendants, as commissioners, could 
raise a rate for the purpose of paying the plaintiff for his ser- 





vices as their clerk, and also for services rendered to them as 
an attorney. ‘ 

The Court were of opinion that the defendants could not 
levy a rate for the payment of the plaintiff’s claim with refer- 
ence to his services as an attorney, but they were of opinion 
that a rate levied for the purpose of paying the defendant's 
salary astheir clerk was valid; and that, therefore, the defend- 
ants were liable themselves to pay for the plaintiff's services 
as attorney. 





(Sittings at Nisi Prius, at Guildhall, before Mr. Baron Bram- 
WELL and a Special Jury.) 

June 30.—This was the first day of the sittings in London. 

The list contained an entry of 104 causes, 30 of which were 
remanets, 34 being marked for special juries. 





COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
(Before Mr. Commissioner Hotroyp,) 

July 1.—In re Eaton § Cox.-—-Mr. Reed mentioned an im- 
portant point under the new Act. The question was, whether 
the district Bankruptcy Courts had jurisdiction for the 
purpose of examining debtors who had executed deeds under 
the 192nd section. The debtor Eaton had, it appeared, been 
in business in Bristol, and it seemed to be questionable whether 
the Court there had power to examine as to the debtor’s assets, 
Mr. Commissioner Sanders, of the Birmingham Bankruptcy 
Court, had thought that the county courts had no jurisdiction, 
but Mr, Commissioner Hill was of a contrary opinion, 

The CoMMISSIONER reserved judgment. 

July 2—The CoMMISSIONER gave judgment in this matter 
to-day. His Honour said that the two debtors executed a 


trust deed for the benefit of their creditors in the form given - 


in schedule D of the Bankruptcy Act, 1861, by which the 
estate and effects of the debtors were conveyed to trustees 
absolutely, to be applied and administered for the benefit of 
their creditors in like manner as if they had been at the date 
thereof duly adjudged bankrupt. The deed was duly registered 
under section 192 of the Act. The debtors carried on the 
business of leather factors, at Birmingham, and one of them 
resided at Birmingham. If the affairs of the debtors had been 
wound up in bankruptcy, the adjudication would have been 
made, and the bankruptcy prosecuted in the Birmingham 
district court. A motion is now made on behalf of 
the trustees under the deed for a summons to examine 
Spencer Eaton, one of the debtors, and who resides 
within the Birmingham district. Mr. Reed stated that 
an application had been made to the Birmingham dis- 
trict court for the like purpose, but that the learned 
Commissioner presiding in that court was of opinion that he 
had no jurisdiction to grant the summons, In disposing of the 
present application it is necessary for me to consider several 
sections of the Bankruptcy Act, but more particularly the 
136th, 188th, and 197th sections. By the 136th section it is 
provided that in case any dispute between the creditors’ assig- 
nees, the official assignee and the creditors, &c., any party may 
apply to the Court in London, and it shall be lawful for the 
Court to determine the same, and to summon and examine the 
different parties. Now the only previous section in the Act 
which can in any way apply to a trust deed is the 110th sec- 
tion, which gives the creditors at the first meeting the option 
of resolving that the proceedings in bankruptey be suspended, 
and that the estate be wound up in such manner as the majority 
shall direct, But the 136th section is not in terms confined to 
a trust deed determined upon by creditors under the 110th 
section, We must therefore consider the effect of the 136th 
section with reference also to other provisions. If, indeed, 
the 136th section were the only one in the statute which 
gives jurisdiction to settle differences between assignees and 
creditors there would be no difficulty, Looking at the 
words of that section alone, and reddendo singula singulis I 
think there is no doubt that the intention of the Legislature was 
in the case of a hankruptcy to give the Conrt having jurisdic- 
tion in the bankruptcy power to settle certain disputes. I 
think, however, the effect of the 136th section is restrained, if 
not wholly, or in the main, superseded, by subsequent sections— 
viz., the 148th and 197th sections, The 188th section, coupled 
with the 185th, 186th, and 187th sections, relates to change 
from bankruptcy to arrangement. Thus, after an adjudication 
of bankruptcy, if the creditors resolve that the estate shall be 
wound up by deed, the resolution is to be reported, registered, 
and made binding on creditors not executing. Then, by the 
188th section, the Court has power to entertain any application 
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respecting the disclosure, inspection, conduct, &c., of the 


estate. I think there can be no doubt that under the 
188th section the Court which acted in the bankruptcy 
is the Court invested with jurisdiction to entertain appli- 
cations for the settlement of any dispute or question under 
the deed. I come now to the most important provision, the 
197th, in connection with the other sections from 192 to 200. 
This class of sections is intended when the debtor is desirous 
of winding up his estate without a bankruptcy. The 197th 
section provides a tribunal for settling the rights and liabilities 
of the parties after the registration of the deed, and for the 
determining all questions arising under it. I think the words 
of the 197th section vest the jurisdiction over the registered 
deed when invoked by the application of a party interested in 
the court in London or in the county which would have 
adjudicated in the bankruptcy if the debtor had been adjudged 
a bankrupt; and I do not think it could ever have been in- 
tended to import into either class the provision in the 136th 
section, which is wholly distinct and separate from both. Upon 
the whole I think that as to the deeds registered upon change 
from bankruptcy to arrangement, the jurisdiction of the Act is 
settled by the 188th section, and is given to the Court which 
exercised jurisdiction in the bankruptcy; and as to the other 
trust deeds which have been registered, I think the jurisdi¢tion 
of the Act is settled by the 197th section, and is given to the 
Court which would have adjudicated and exercised jurisdiction 
over the estate of the debtor if he had been adjudged a bank- 
rupt. His Honour said that the point was a very important 
one, and, if necessary, the opinion of the Lord Chancellor or 
the Lords Justices might be obtained. 
Application refused. 


July 1.—In re R. J. Dobie,—The bankrupt was a solicitor, 
of Highbury-crescent and Twickenham. He now applied to 
pass his examination and for his order of discharge. 

Mr. Lawrance appeared for the assignees; Mr. Linklater for 
the bankrupt; and Mr. Sargood for creditors. 

The bankrupt having been examined with reference to his 
transactions with a Captain Cole, the order of discharge was 
allowed, conditional upon the bankrupt setting aside for seven 

ears the amount of his income (after payment to himself of 
£350 per annum) for the benefit of his creditors. 


INSOLVENT DEBTORS’ COURT, 
(Before Mr. Commissioner NicHots.) 


June 27.—As it was probable this would be the last day of 
sitting for cases previous to the final closing of the Court, 

Mr. Sturgeon, who was attending a case, addressing Mr. 

Commissioner Nichols, said he would take the opportunity, as 
the senior member of the bar present, of remarking that dur- 
ing an experience of thirty-two years he had always observed 
that the Commissioners had performed their duties with decorum 
and regularity, ever tempering justice with mercy, and to the 
satisfaction of the public. This court, unlike others, had been 
iearly self-supporting. He meant that the fees taken from 
uitors—which were always moderate—had nearly paid its 
xpenses, It was to be hoped that the duties of this court 
hich were transferred to other courts would be fulfilled with 
te same decorum, efficiency, and regularity as they had been 
dcharged by this Court. 

Mr. Commissioner NicHois was glad to hear the learned 

CGnsel speak in such high terms as he had done of the Court. 


‘uly 2.—The learned Commissioner sat to day in Court for 
thdast time. Saturday was to have been the finish, but a 
preing matter was mentioned and delayed until to day. 

‘he building is vested in the commissioners of public works, 
anche Lord Chancellor can appropriate the courts to any 
purpse he may think proper. It will be strange if one of the 
cous cannot be used for a portion of the bankruptey business, 
insted of the inconvenient and crowded courts in Basinghall- 
stree 

Th old court was built in 1824, when the ChiefCommissioner 
was apointed; and one of the strangest circumstances con- 
nectedvith the same (among the many which have occurred in 
the plee), was the fact of the builder becoming insolvent,and 
attribting his failure in part to a loss of £2,000 by the con- 
tract, ad then having to appear in the very court he had 
build ic his discharge ! 

The ‘ommissioners retire with the satisfaction of having 
perform their duties. ‘The glerks and officers are by the Act 
transteral to the Court of Bankruptcy. 








POLICE COURT.—Sovurnwanrx. 
(Before Mr. ComBE.) 


July 2.—Yesterday afternoon a gentleman complained of a 
cab-driver refusing to carry him. He said that about eleven 
o’clock at noon he hired a Hansom cab to convey him to seve- 
ral places. He requested the driver to carry him further, but 
he refused, saying that his hiring was concluded, and he de- 
manded to be paid. 

Mr. Compe asked him how he engaged the driver. 

Applicant replied that he engaged him by the hour, and he 
was willing to pay him liberally, but the driver told him he 
could not compel him to drive him any further. been 
altogether rather more than two hours. 

Mr. ComBe (to the cabman).—Why do you refuse to take 
the gentleman any further? 

Cabman.—Because the gentleman can’t compel me. The 
gentleman engazed me by the hour, and I could terminate the 
agreement at the end of the hour if I liked; but he kept me 
two hours, and then I found it would not suit to continue. 

Mr. Comas, after looking at the Act of Parliament, observed 
that the cabman was right. He could put an end to the 
engagement at the end of any hour, but a fresh hiring could 
take place if the driver consented. To compel him to carry 
him after that he must be plying for hire. 


in 
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Parliament and Legislation. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
Friday, June 27. 
Case or Mr. Epwin JaMés. 

Lord CHetmsrorD asked whether it was the intention ot 
her Majesty’s Government to take any steps to withdraw the 
patent conferring the dignity of Queen’s Counsel upon Mr. 
Edwin James. 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR said that from communications re- 
cently made to him by the society of which Mr. Edwin James 
had been a member, it was plain that a decree had been made 
disbarring Mr. James. But while that order was complete 
and effectual, it left the patent granted by the Crown unre- 
voked. He did not think it right that there should remain on 
the record of the grants of honour by the Sovereign letters- 
patent giving rank, dignity, and place to Mr, E, James, and he 
should, therefore, immediately take steps to have that act 
superseded and amended. 


William Isaacs and John Preston, the former clerk to Mr. 
Bootle, solicitor, of Cheltenham, attended before their Lordships 
in obedience to an order of the House, to answer a charge of 
having obtained signatures to a petition against the East 
Gloucestershire Railway Bill now before their Lordships, falsely 
alleging such petition to be in favour of the project. I¢ ap- 
peared from the examination of these persons that they had 
acted under the directions received partly from Mr. Linwood, 
an attorney, and partly from his clerk, but that at the same 
time they were aware that the allegations made by them on 
obtaining the signatures were false. 

On the motion of the Lorp CHAncettor, Isaacs and Preston 
were discharged and ordered to attend again that day week, 
and an order was issued for attendance at the same time of 
Mr. Linwood and his clerk. 


Monday, June 30. 
ATTORNEYS AND SOLICITORS. 

The Marquis of CLANRIVARDE called attention to the expe- 
diency of admitting attorneys and solicitors of her Majesty’s 
superior courts of law and equity in England and the colonies 
to practise in the Irish courts, and of allowing Irish attorneys 
and solicitors to practise in the English and colonial courts, 
An English gentleman often held Irish estates; and it was a 
great inconvenience for him to be obliged to transmit from his 
confidential attorney here his family deeds to an Irish attorney, 
in order to carry on legal proceedings which might become 
necessary in Ireland. It was, of course, an equal hardship for 
an Irish gentleman holding estates in England to be under a 
like obligation in the event of legal proceedings wy necessary 
in the English courts. It was a curious fact that Irish attor- 





neys were at present allowed to appear at the bar of their 

Lordships’ House in the prosecution of Irish appeals. The noble 

marquis concluded by introducing a bill for the purpose of 
out his object. 

The Lonp Cuancexxor said he had not been aware hat it 
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was the intention of the noble marquis to presont a bill on this 
subject, and he thought it would not be desirable to enter into 
a discussion until their Lordships had been informed of its pro- 
visions. It might be that what the noble marquis had stated 
was theoretically right, and that it was consistent with unifor- 
mity; but it was a singular fact that no single practitioner on 
either side of St. George’s Channel had ever complained of the 
existing practice as a grievance, or pointed to it as an evil 
which it was desirable to redress; and, if the principle of the 
bill were conceded, it must have a very wide extension, and a 
much larger inquiry and a further consideration of the subject 
in all its branches would be neccessary than their Lordships 
would be able to give at this perjod of the session. He hoped, 
therefore, that the noble marquis would not now proceed with 
his bill, but that the whole subject would be examined before a 
select committee in ancther session. 

Lord CranwortTH not only did not see why the practitioners 
of one part of the United Kingdom should not be allowed to 
practise in the other part, but he thought that it might even 
be desirable that the judges of one of the countries should travel 
circuit in the other. 

The Marquis of CLANRICARDE said he would be contented 
in the present session of the House if their Lordships would 
allow the bill to be printed. 

The bill was then read a first time, and ordered to be 
printed. 





HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
Thursday, June 26, 
TRANSFER OF LAND BILL. 
The House again went into committee on this bill. 
After some discussion upon some of the clauses, and some 
amendments of others, the remaining clauses were agreed to. 


DECLARATION OF TITLE BILL. 


The House went into committee on this bill. 
The clauses of this bill, with some verbal amendments, were 


agreed to. 
Friday, June 27. 
PROCEDURE OF THE IRIsH CouRTs. 

Mr. Burr asked when any report would be made from the 
commission appointed to inquire into the procedure of the Irish 
courts, and what progress had been made in the execution of 
that commission. 

The ATrorNEY-GENERAL was understood to state that the 
report of the commissioners was being prepared, and that it 
would soon be in the hands of hon. members. 


CompaniEs BIL. 
This bill was read a third time and passed, 
Monday, June 30. 
THE TRANSFER OF LAND B1xt, 
This bill passed through committee. 
Wednesday. July 2. 
Juries BI. 
This bill was read a third time and passed. 


StrpenpiarRY MacistTrates BIL. 
This bill was read a second time. 


<> 
~ 


Recent Decisions. 


EQUITY. 
CuariTaBLe Uses. 
Thornton v. Howe, M. R., 10 W. R. 642. 

What is a charitable object is a quostion that has been 
always chiefly answered by a reference to the instances men- 
tioned in the preamble of the statute 43 Eliz. c. 4. Cases 
within the spirit of the Act are likewise considered charitable. 
A charity, to be administered as such by the Court of 
Chancery, has one of four objects in view—Ist, relief of the 
poor; 2nd, advancement of learning; 3rd, advancement of 
religion; and 4th, the advancement of objects of general public 
utility. If a gift have any of these objects in view, it will be 
considered a charity, and be void, unless it be made in a 
manner complying with the requirements of the Act 9 Geo. 2, 
c. 36, the Statute of Mortmain, as it is commonly thongh in- 
correctly termed, that Act applying not to corporations 
directly as such, but only to charities. A charitable gift 
must,as the reader is aware, be made, according to that ket, 





by deed indented and executed hefore two witnesses twelve 
months before the death of the donor and enrolled within. six 
months from the date of its execution. A gift made by will 
or in a manner not conformable to this Act will, therefore, be 
void, so far as the realty of the donor is concerned. But so 
far as concerns his personalty, it may be effectively be- 
queathed to any amount provided that the object of the be- 
quest is not immoral, illegal, or in contravention of some rule 
of public policy. A ¢‘ft, after escaping Scylla as not 
being a charity, may thus be wrecked on Charybdis as contrary 
to a rule of public policy. It is perhaps to be regretted that 
the Mortmain Acts have been so liberally interpreted by the 
judges; but of course, as regards objects essentially improper, 
or contrary to public policy, no one can desire to see such ob- 
jectsin any degree carried out. 

Pious uses are a branch of charity, and as such are carried 
into effect by the Court of Chancery: Clifford v. Francis, 
1 Freem. 330. Superstitious uses are, on the other hand, void. 
But what are superstitious uses is a question that at the present 
day, owing to the spread of toleration, may be assumed as 
meaning the same thing as immoral uses. Unless the ob- 
ject of a religions bequest be manifestly immoral, it will be 
hardly, asin the present state of the law, bevoid as superstitious. 
In the present case there was a bequest of property to propo- 
gate the works of Joanna Southcote. This object the Master 
of the Rolls considered to be a charity, and the gift therefore 
void so far as the realty was concerned. His Honour, however, 
did not consider the object to be immoral or superstitious so as 
to invalidate the gift as regarded the personalty of the testator. 
His Honour regarded Joanna Southcote as a very foolish person, 
but did not consider her works to be either immoral or irreli- 
gious. We have not had the curiosity to peruse those interesting 
treatises, but are strongly inclined to think that the Court of 
Chancery ought to be slow in carrying out the objects of a 
person who was a follower of one who, if she did not err in 
respect of the natural law, at all events was in direct an- 
tagonism to Christianity, We should certainly pronounce the 
literary works of Joanna Southcote to be immoral. But as 
that isa question of fact rather than of law, we do not quarrel 
with the principle of His Honour’s decision. This case goes 
far to show that no claim to inspiration or supernatural power 
is, in point of law, to be deemed immoral or superstitious. 


ANNUITY. 
Ross v. Bowen, V. C. W., 10 W. R. 645. 

Although it was decided in Savery vy. Dyer, Ambl. 189, 
that a gift of an annuity only carries a life interest where it is 
created de movo, yet subsequent cases have established the 
rule that where there is a gift of any annual income without 
words of limitation the quantity of interest taken by the grantee 
is a question that is open for discussion on the whole will, 


Sm. & G. 83,30 L. J. N.S.110. The general presumption 
of the law, however, is in favour of a life annuity; and even 9 
charge of such upon property will not make the grant ¢ 
perpetual one: Wicholls v. Hawkes, 10 Hare 342. But no 
only words of limitation, but also a segregation of property ? 
meet the annual charge, will constitute the gift a perpetuit; 
A like rule of construction will prevail if the property intend 
to meet the annual claim is to be purchased, and is not alreay 
in the possession of the grantor of the annuity. In Kerw. 
The Middlesex Hospital,2 De G. M.& G. 576, the terms of 1e 
bequest were ‘I desire that my executors shall purchs¢ 
annuities for each of my two sisters of £100 a-year each,he 
said annuities to be purchased in the British funds.” In 
this case Lord Cranworth dissented from the judgmnt; 
but both Lord St. Leonards and Lord Justice Knight Buce 
held the annuity to be a perpetual one. The ground o'the 
judgment was that there was a dedication of a part of thites- 
tator’s property to produce the particular annuity. Thicase 
was identical in its legal bearings, and even in its very :rms, 
with the present one, except that for “ British funds” wa sub- 
stituted “ Government securities.” The principle of thve de- 
cisions is that where there is a segregation of part f the 
testators property to meet the charge of an annuit; this 
represents the corpus so appropriated. We confess 1is s0- 
called principle appears to be a very clear petitio pincipii. 
As well might a charge of debts be held to imply a gifof the 
surplus proceeds of the property so charged to the ‘stator’s 
creditors. It is, however, now too late to question th sound- 
ness of the decision in Kerr v. The Middlesex Tospital, 
followed as it bas been in the present case. We ma;observey 
however, that unless there be either express words ofmitation 





or a segregation of corpus incidental circumstanceswill not 





This rule was clearly settled by the case of Lett v. Randall, 3 
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be taken into account. For instance, in Lett v. Randall, 6 
Jur. N. 5. 1358, a testator gave real and personal estate to 
trustees upon trust to pay to his wife the sum of £1,200 during 
her life, and after her decease he directed that the said sum 
should be divided amongst all and every his children 
who should then be living. It was held by the Lord Chan- 
cellor (in affirmance of the decree of Sir J. Stuart, V.C.) that 
there was no indication of the testator’s intention that the 
annuity was to be perpetual. And yet the circumstances of 
this case tended strongly of themselves to show an intention 
on the part of the testator to make a permanent provision for 
his family. In the present case the annuity was given to a 
servant in consideration of her services. The relationship of 
the grantee to the donor would of itself certainly imply that 
the gift was to be for life only. Nevertheless, the segregation 
of a fund to meet the charge was held to be a conclusive proof 
of an intention on the part of the testator that the annuity 
should be perpetual. 





REAL PROPERTY AND CONVEYANCING. 
STATUTE OF FRauDS—AGREEMENT NOT TO BE PERFORMED 
WITHIN A YEAR. 

Re Pentreguinea Fuel Company (Limited), L. J., 10 W. R. 
656. 


Although our mercantile code has been built up from time 
‘to time mainly on principles intended to suit the requirements 
of commerce rather than to be in technical harmony with the 
feudal principles of the common law, nevertheless there is, in 
fact, a far greater resemblance between the law of contracts 
and the law of real property than is commonly supposed. The 
present case affords a very good proof of this position. Few 
would suppose that there was room in our commercial code for 
any application of the technical rules relating to estates upon 
‘condition or to defeasible or conditional interests, yet the pre- 
‘sent case was decided mainly upon the ground that the con- 
tract was in its terms to subsist for upwards of a year, although 
it was competent for either of the parties to determine it by 
notice within that period. Formerly it was the custom to 
‘construe not only penal statutes but also statutes which inter- 
fered with the common law as strictly as possible. But the 
more modern custom is to search for the intent of the Legisla- 
ture as disclosed by the terms of the statute in question, and 
to apply it as closely as possible in accordance with the general 
principles of our whole legal system. 

It was decided in Peter v. Compton, Skinner 353, that “ an 


‘agreement that is not to be performed within the space of one 


year from the making thereof” means, in the Statute of Frauds, 
an agreement which appears from its terms to be incapable of 
performance within the year. It has been also long since 
settled that the statute does not extend to cases where the 
thing may be performed within the year, Accordingly, it was 
held in Wells v. Horton, 4 Bing. 40, that a contract by A. that 
his executor should pay £10,000 need not be in writing. In 
Louch v. Strawbridge, 2 C. B. 808, « like decision was arrived 
tt where the contract was to maintain a child “so long as the 
defendant should think proper;” as, also, in Smith v. Neale, 2 
C. B. N. 8. 67, in which all that was to be done by the plain- 
tif constituting the consideration for the defendant’s promise 
was capable of being performed within a year. 

The words of the statute are, however, express, that no 
action is to be brouglit upon an agreement that is not to be per- 
forned within one year after the making thereof, unless it be 
reduced into writing, and signed. Accordingly, in Birch v. 
Ear’ of Liverpool, 9 B. & C,.892, where the defendant’s wife 
hired a carriage for five years at ninety guineas per annum, 
which agreement was by the custom of the trade determinable 
at any time on payment of a year's hire, it was held that the 
case was within the statute, and that the contract ought to 
have veen in writing. In Bracegirdle v. Heald, 1 B. & A. 722, 
‘contract for a year’s service, to commence at a day subse- 
quent ‘o the making of the contract, was held to be within the 
statute. In Boydell y. Drummond, 11 East. 142, a case that 
throws light upon the statute in another respect besides that 
which ve are at present considering, the plaintiff proposed to 
publish a magnificent edition of Shakespeare, illustrated by 
seventy-two engravings, which were to come out in numbers, 
at three guineas per number, two of which were to be paid in 
advance; each number was to contain four engravings, one 
number at least was to be published annually, and the pro- 


.prictors were confident that they sliould be able to produce two 


numbers in the course of every year. The detendant, deter- 


‘mining to become a subscriber to the work, signed his name in 
‘the book containing the list of subscribers, but afterwards re- 
fusing to-continue to take it in, though he had received and 


paid for some few numbers, an action was brought to compel 
him to complete the contract. The Court decided tater alia 
that the agreement was one not to be performed within the 
space of one year from the making thereof; that it was, there- 
fore, within the fourth section of the statute, and that a 
memorandum of it should have been in writing and signed by 
the defendant. <A like rule applies to a contract for the pay- 
ment of an annuity, though it may determine within the 
year by the death of the annuitant: Sweet v. Lee, 4 Seo. N. RB. 
77, 3 M. & G. 452. A contract for more than one year’s 
service comes under the same rule, even though such an agree- 
ment is subject to the like contingency, or though it should be 
determinable within the year by notice: Girand v. Richmond, 
2 C. B. 835; Dobson v. Collins, 1 H. & N. 81. In the present 
case C. contracted with P. to take a certain amount of coals 
daily on certain terms for three years. The Court decided that 
although this contract was determinable by notice within the 
year, nevertheless that it was within the statute. The reader 
will be reminded by this decision of the distinction between a 

onditional limitation and a contingent remainder. The 
ee divests an estate; the latter does not. So, also, if a 
contract may in itself be performed within the year it 18 within 
the statute. But if its terms go beyond a year no defeasance 
of it will remove the pertinency of the statute once that it has 
attached. 


Devise to Kexp Tomns iv RePaiR—PERPETUITY. 
Rickard v. Robson, M. R., 10 W. RB. 657. : 

When commenting elsewhere upon gifts by will for charitable 
purposes we observed that they ran a double risk in re- 
spect of the rules of public golicy. Such gifts are open Ps 
the peril of being wrecked en Scylia as contravening the 
mortmain laws, or of foundering in Charybdis, as being immoral 
or unconstitutional. The present case shows that there is & 
third danger to which this class .of perils is liable—viz.; per- 
petuity. What gifts are charitable is a question that a 
usually determined by reference to the statute of Elizabeth. 
It is often difficult te decide whether-a gift is charitable or not, 
But it is also easy in many cases to -see that gifts are not 
charitable within the meauing of the statuie, however they 
may in terms appear to be within it. If a gift b> for pores 
and not for public purposes, it cannot be charitable .n the leg 
sense of that term. ‘The non-public character of t,"¢ object 
is a conclusive impediment to its being deemed Ghar, table. 
In the present case there was a gift to the churchwarden o. 
parish of a sum of money to be invested in Government or 
real securities, and the interest applied in keepiag up the 
tomb of the testatrix herself and those of a number of her 
relatives. The Master of the Rolls held the gift to be void, 
as tending toa perpetuity. The decision in Ive v. Pitcher, 3 
M.& 5.407, 410, seemed to be in favour of the opinion that the 
purpose of such a gift isa charitable one. We are not disposed to 
*quarrel with that decision. On the contrary, we should prefer 
to have found the judgment of the Master of the Rolls to 
be the reverse of what it is. If the donor were so selfish (if a 
desire of such posthumous illustration can be so characterised), 
as to confine the application of the gift to the adornment of his or 
her own tomb, the case would be different. That would be clearly 
a gift for a private purpose. But the comprising of relations 
within the subject of the gift alters, we think, very considerably 
the legal relations of the case. It resembles an educational 
foundation, the benefits of which are to be confined to the 
relations of the founder. ‘True, in this latter case, there is a 
general benefit conterred upon the public by means of such 
educational establishments, inasmuch as these train up a 
succession of scholars, who are a source of public good. As 
regards tombstones, they do not, on first consideration, appear 
to be in any manner connected with a public interest, except as 
far as relates to the cultivation of architecture. Nevertheless, 
we do think that the question of interments is one of public 
interest and great importance; and it is not rare to find 
the question of intramural interments discussed in this 
metropolis with great interest and even excitement. The 
repair of a tombstone is pro tanto the repair of a sepulchre ; 
and this certainly isa matter of public utility. We quarrel 
with the philosophy of bis Honour’s judgment, and think that it 
is at variance with the liberal spirit in which the Act of 
Elizabeth has been construed, that statute having been deemed 
to comprise all cases that are comprehended under the 
principles exemplified in its preamble. 


Liry For Costs on Lanp Soip arrer Deck&Er AND 
BEFORE ReGisrry—l & 2 Vicr, c, 110, s. 19. 





Norteliffe v. Warburton, L. C., 10 W. R. 635, 
Although a Court’ of Equity may give relief where the posi- 
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tive or common law is silent, yet a suitor can never have an 
equity founded upon a supposed natural right, if this be ex- 
pressly forbidden by statute. With respect to judgments 
and decrees in equity the creditor may indeed proceed in chan- 
cery to enforce his remedy against the lands of his debtor, but 
the rights of the creditor are pure legal ones beyond which the 
Court of Chancery can in no degree act. A judgment or 
decree, in order to affect a purchase of the land of the party 
liable thereto, must, as the reader is aware, be registered, and 
the purchaser must also have notice of the judgment or decree. 
Registration or notice alone is insufficient to charge a purchaser 
rom the party liable to the judgment. Both registration and 
notice must concur for this purpose. Without a fulfilment of 
both of these conditions a party seeking to enforce a judgment 
or decree in equity is as powerless as if he were proceeding at 
law. In the present case W. was by a decree ordered to pay 
defendant’s costs ofa suit. After the decree, but before taxa- 
tion or registry, W. sold his real estate, which was the whole of 
his property, to H., who had notice of the suit. The purchase- 
money was received by A., who was W.’s solicitor, and who 
retained a considerable part of it to pay his costs in the suit. 
On a bill filed by the defendant in the former suit against 
W., A., and H., seeking to set aside the sale, and to charge the 
costs on the estate, the Lord Chancellor held (reversing the 
decision of Stuart, V.C.) that the sale was not fraudulent 
within the statute of the 13th of Elizabeth, and that the 
decree not having been entered according to the provisions 
of the 19th section of the 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, till after the 
sale the Court had no jurisdiction to make the costs of the 
former suit a lien on the estate. It was contended that the sale 
was a conveyance pendente lite. But even if this were so, the 
plaintiff could not be allowed to recover against the express 
policy of the 19th section of the Act referred to. To affect a 
purchaser, however, with notice of a lis pendens, the suit must 
be concerning the subject matter of the transfer, and not 
merely relating to it, or, as in this case, to its owner. The 
present case affords a very good exemplification of the rule 
@quitas sequitur legem. For if the statutes referred to were not 
80 clear as they are, there might have been ground to contend 
that the Court, of Chancery had an inherent right, in- 
dependently o’; all statute, to provide that no fraud should be 
committed ‘,eainst its own powers, one of which is to charge 
unsuccese’q] suitors with costs, as also all purchasers from 
them ¢’, any property involved in the suit. It was on this 
8TOV" 1d that the judgment ot Vice-Chancellor Stuart, which was 
“'e subject of the present appeal, proceeded. His Honour 
observed, when delivering judgment (10 W. R. 464) that the » 
solicitor of an unsuccessful plaintiff, who is condemned in the 
costs of the suit can have no right without the sanction of the 
Court to deal with the property which he subjected to the 
jurisdiction of the Court in such a manneras to defeat the 
unsuccessful litigant.” The only observation we make in 
respect to this judgment is that a moral or equitable right can- 
not prevail against an Act of Parliament. In respect of it, 
equity must voluntarily or involuntarily follow the law. 





COMMON LAW. 
Highway—Nvisance BY TRAMWAY. 
Reg. v. Train and Others, Q. B., 10 W. R. 539. 

A question of some practical importance to the public 
generally was decided in this case upon an indictment for an 
obstruction of a highway by laying down an iron tramway. 
The jury had found at the trial that the tramway was a source 
of danger and inconvenience to the public generally using the 
highway, and upon that ground the Court of Queen’s Bench 
refused a rule to enter the verdict for the defendants, 

The defendants had obtained the sanction of the vestry, in 
whom the management of the highways of that part of the 
— was vested, but they had not procured a private Act of 

arliament authorising them to interfere with the common law 
rights of the general public, nor securing to themselves the ab- 
solute right of working such tramway. 

The rule seems to be well established that the owner will 
not be liable for any damage caused by machinery, &c., erected 
on his own land, where the Legislature has guaranteed the use 
of such machinery, if due care be taken in the working of the 
same, although such damage may be occasioned by the proxi- 
mity of the machinery to alhighway: Reg.“v. Pease, 4 B. & 
Ad. 30. The same principle has been upheld by the Exchequer 
Chamber, in the recent case of Vaughan v. Taff Vale Railway 
Co., 5 H. & N. 679. 

In the present case it was sought to establish that the pro- 
posed tramway would introduce a convenient and reasonable 





arrangement of the traffic on the highway, and therefore that 
it ought to come within the exceptions to the general rule as to 
obstructions on the highway. The dictum of Lord Camp- 
bell that “that which is primé facie a nuisance may be ex- 
cused, if it is done in the necessary use of the highway itself;” 
Reg. v. Sheffield Gas Company, 18 Jur. 146 n.: and the un- 
doubted privilege of each householder to make a slight tem- 
porary obstruction on a highway or footway, necessarily in- 
cident to the enjoyment of his property, were quoted and 
brought forward to establish the right of the defendants to. 
commit the acts complained of. 

Now the rule of law, as well as general custom and con- 
venience, seem all to agree in this matter, that it would be highly 
inexpedient to allow public companies or private individuals, 
acting without Parliamentary power and authority, to inter- 
fere with the common law rights of the public. The constant. 
taking up of the pavement in the streets for repairs and: 
other alterations, as well as for private purposes, such: 
as gas, &c., are inconvenient enough in themselves when: 
done under the sanction of an Act of Parliament, with. 
all the restrictions which such an act usually imposes upon 
those who are armed with Parliamentary powers for that pur- 
pose. Besides, it never would do to allow every one, on his: 
own responsibility, to act in this manner, on the ground of 
greater facilities of traffic for such as may choose to make use: 
of the tramway, at the same time not denying that by so doing. 
there is some obstruction occasioned to the ordinary traffic on. 
the highway. It seems to us that the only constitutional 
method for the defendants to have adopted in this and similar’ 
cases was, for them to have obtained a private Act of Parlia- 
ment, authorising them to interfere with the regular traffic in: 
the streets, for, as was said by Blackburn, J., in the present. 
case (p. 541), “‘ The constitution has provided what has become: 
now almost a regular court for the decision of such questions 
—viz., Parliamentary committees, which, when the whole case 
has beer laid before them, consider whether it would be bene- 
ficial to the public to interfere with the ordinary common law 
rights, and if so, recommend the granting of a private Act.” 


BANKRUPTCY—REPUTED OWNERSHIP. 
Trismall v. Lovegrove and Others, Ex., 10 W. R. 527. 

In certain cases the appointment of official assignees vests in’ 
such assignees the property of strangers that is left in the 
hands of the bankrupt. In recent times this doctrine of reputed 
ownership has undergone a considerable degree of modificatiow 
by different decisions of courts of law. As our readers are: 
aware, the question of reputed ownership is regulated by the 
Bankrupt Law Consolidation Act, 12 & 13 Vict. c. 106,s. 125, 
which enacts that, where the bankrupt should by consent of 
the true owner have in his possession, order, or disposition, 
any goods or chattels whereof he was reputed owner, or whereof 
he had taken upon himself the sale, alteration, or disposition 


‘as owner, the Court should have power to order the same to 


be sold for the benefit of the creditors under the bankruptcy. 
This section is not affected by the recent Bankruptcy Act, 
24 & 25 Vict. c. 184. Lord Redesdale, in Joy v. Campbell, 1 
Sch. & L. 328, gives an exposition of what is the meaning of 
goods being in the “ possession, order, or disposition” of the 
bankrupt, where he says “that means where the possession, 
order, or disposition of goods is in a person, who is not the 

owner, to whom they do not properly belong, and who oughi 

not to have them, but whom the owner permits unconscien- 

tiously, as the Act supposes, to have such order or disposition. 

The object was to prevent deceit by a trader from the visiblo 
possession of property to which he was not entitled; but en 

the construction of the Act the nature of the possession bas 

always been considered, and the words have been construed 
to mean possession of the goods of another with the consent of 
the true owner. 

The Court of Exchequer, in Hamilton v. Bell, 10 Exch. 
545, 3 W. R. 62, put. the question of reputed ownership cn a 
very clear basis. In that case it was decided that the goods of 
a third party in the possession of a bankrupt at the time of his 
bankruptcy would not pass to his assignees, under the cbove 
section of the Bankrupt Law Consolidation Act, unless the 
goods are in his (the bankrupt’s) possession under such circum- 
stances as to render him the reputed owner of the goods; and 
for that purpose they must have been left in his possession, 
order, or disposition by the consent of the true owner impro- 
perly, and under circumstances calculated to enable the bank- 
rupt to obtain a false credit by the possession of the goods. 

So that from both these cases two propositions may be 
drawn. First, the goods must be in the possession of tho 
bankrupt under such circumstances as {to make him the re- 
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puted owner ; and secondly, they must havo been left in his 

jon under such circumstances as would induce the 
world at large fairly to believe him the owner, The principal 
difficulty in deciding questions upon this section is that of 
ascertaining whether the bankrupt is the reputed owner, and 
this is a question of fact within the province of a jury to de- 
termine; so where at the trial, in the present case, the defen- 
dants had thought proper to leave the question of reputed 
ownership, as a matter of law to be decided by the judge, the 
Court of Exchequer refused a rule to enter a verdict for them 
on the ground that the judge should have left the question for 
the jury. 


2 
— 


Correspondence. 


Vottnc—BatLot. 

At a recent meeting of a body of commissioners, I was 
called upon suddenly to pronounce an opinion under the follow- 
ing circumstances:—There were two candidates for a vacant 
office. It was proposed to take the voting by ballot. A box 
was provided wherein each commissioner could deposit his 
vote—white for, black against. The result of the voting was 
that the first candidate had sixteen white and thirteen black 
balls; and by a strange incident the second candidate had fifteen 
white and twelve black balls. The supporters of the 
first candidate claimed the election, inasmuch as their 
man had sixteen white balls, whilst the second candidate 
had only fifteen white balls, alleging that the black balls 
ought to be left out of the calculation. I advised that 
the first candidate had a majority of three votes, and the 
second candidate the same majority; and that therefore the 
commissioners had nullified their own voting, and that they 
had better vote again. Will any of your readers tell me if I 
was right or wrong? It will be observed that I considered a 
black ball equal to a negative vote, and a white one equal to an 

‘ affirmative vote. The Act of Parliament establishing the com- 
missioners says that the voting may be taken by ballot, without 
prescribing any way in which it may be carried out. 

Ix TENEBRIS, 








SURRENDER oR ForFEITURE oF LEASE. 

With reference to the query of “ A.S. W.” in your number of 
June 7th, and the reply thereto of “J. T. S.” in your last Satur- 
day’s number, I beg to make the following remarks :—I 
cannot agree with “J. T. 8.” that B.’s remainder is contingent, 
because a contingent remainder cannot be limited on an estate 
for years, but only on an estate of freehold—and though a 
‘remainder cannot be limited to take effect in possession until the 
particular estate regularly determines, yet eventually it may do 
80 before that period by act of law (as by forfeiture), and the 
remainder would come into immediate possession, and not wait 
‘the expiration of the period originally assigned; therefore, I 
‘submit B,’s remainder is vested, and on the forfeiture of A.’s 
lease would immediately commence in possession. M,N, 





LzGat versus MEpIcAl. CoRonERs. 

It may not be uninteresting to your readers to be made ac- 
‘quainted with the present position of the medical profession, 
and the great difference of opinion existing among them as to 
‘the value of the several systems of allopathy, homeopathy, 
‘and hydropathy in the treatment of disease. The allopathists, 
'the principal supperters of Dr. Lankaster, are the determined 
‘opponents of every other system, and it is consequently a 
‘matter of great importance to them that they should secure 
‘by all, and every, and any means, the election of a medical 
‘man as coroner—one upon whom they can rely as a valuable 
auxiliary in their attempts to put down any other system 
‘which may be antagonistic to their own. 

It cannot be doubted that a medical coroner would have 
‘many opportunities of advancing the peculigr theories of a 
section of the medical profession, and of making himself ex- 
‘tremely offensive:to obnoxious members of the same profession, 
and thereby gratify, at the expense of decency and justice, 
party feelings. The very great zeal displayed by the branch 
‘of the medical profession to which I have alluded on behalf 


‘of their protégé—the almost oppressive exercise of their influ- 
‘ence with -their patients, an influence extremely difficult to 
yesist, arising as it does from such delicate relations—affords 
‘the strongest testimony that some such assistance as that to 
“which I have referred is not only expected, but insisted on. It 
"becomes, therefore, a matter of great importance, not only to 





the freeholders, but to the public at large, that a man should be. 
elected a coroner who from his position will be able to act in 
the discharge of his duty on all occasions in an entirely 
independent manner, free from all improper influence or con- 
trol. It is impossible to conceive that any such influences 
could be brought to bear upon a legal coroner, and upon this, 
as well as upon many other grounds, it is important that a 
lawyer should be elected to the office of coroner. 

As an illustration of the way in which an obnoxious mem- 
ber of the medical profession may be injuriously affected by 
the course taken by a medical coroner who might be subject to 
the influence of a section of the medical profession, I give 
the following: —‘ Some years ago a medical practitioner found 
his brother in an all but desperate state of illness, To the 
great disgust of the medical attendant he proposed, as a last 
resource, that homoeopathy should be tried. The brother died, 
and a coroner’s inquest was got up, although there was not the 
slightest excuse for supposing that the sick man had not re- 
ceived every care and attention which fraternal affection 
could bestow. ‘The late Mr. Wakley was the coroner, and 
the jury was induced to return a verdict of man- 
slaughter, and the poor brother was sent to prison. 
The moment the case came before an impartial tri- 
bunal it fell through. The grand jury ignored the 
bill, and the judge (Maule) said, ‘How any man could 
be found to say that the defendant was guilty of manslaughter 
I cannot conceive. It appears he was called in in a desperate 
case, and that he did everything it was possible to do under 
the circumstances.” 

This is not a solitary instance of the mode in which inquests 
have been got up and conducted by medical coroners. I hope, 
however, that the freeholders at the present elections for 
Middlesex will, as far as that county is concerned, prevent a 
recurrence of such improper proceedings by electing legal men 
to the office of coroners. ‘“ Caesar's wife should be above 
suspicion ;” and the course of justice should be uninfluenced 
and unimpeded by petty professional jealousies and _- 
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Foreign Tribunals and Jurisprudence. 





FRANCE. 

Luarep Liasiity in France—Witt Enoiisa Limitep 
LiaBILITY COMPANIES BE ABLE TO WORK IN FRANCE 
SHOULD THE ProposeD Law Not Pass, anD How? 

(By AtcEeRnon Jones, Esq., of the Paris Bar.) 

In a recent number of this journal (ante 600) is a summary of 
the clauses of a proposed law on limited liability companies which 
has been lately brought before the French Legislative Assembly. 
It has been initiated by the Government, and is one of the 
parts of that great system of commercial development which 
the Emperor has undertaken, and which is to follow up the 
recent commercial treaties. One of the chief agents of com- 
mercial prosperity—association—he could not think of neglect- 
ing, and this new law is a proof that he has taken an early 
opportunity of pressing it into his service. Not, however, that 
the law of France did not offer some outlet to that spirit of 
coalition which of an army of pigmies makes a giant, powerful 
in every field of human activity. 

Four modes of association are known to the Code de 
commerce: partnerships proper (societé en nom collectif), 
partnership en commandite, anonymous companies, and part- 
nership in participation. This last is hardly considered 
as a species of association from its limited and transitory 
nature, It is simply an agreement between two or more 
parties to divide the profits of a joint venture, After 
the close of that venture the connexion ceases and is 
never revealed to the public, the acting partner being, guoad 
third parties, sole master of the whole concern, and therefore 
singly responsible. Partnership en nom collectif is very much 
what partnership is in England, the typical form of association, 
in which all the members are jointly and severally responsible 
for the debts of the firm, and in which all actively co-operate if 
there be no regulation to the contrary in the articles of part- 
nership. To bring into commercial fructification the capital 
of these who did not care to be involved in the responsibility 
of a partnership, the soeieté en commandite and the i 
anonyme were invented. But when tried they peed tm 2 1 
some respects, to be seriously defective. The socielé en com- 
mandite, of which the name, but not the whole of the charac- 
teristics, was borrowed from the old Italian commercial cus- 
toms, is composed of two distinct elements, one with unlimited, 
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the other with limited, liability. The director is responsible 
for the whole of the debts of the partnership, and where there 
are several the responsibility is joint and several. The com- 
manditaires, on the contrary, are not, as a rule, bound beyond 
the amount of their subscription: when they have paid that 
nothing more can be claimed from them. But they can on no 
account interfere in the business of the company, which is en- 
tirely carried on by the gerant or gerants. The law expressly 
prohibits them from doing so, and any disobedience to that rule 
is punished by joint and several responsibility for all the debts 
of the company subsequent to their interference. That, of 
course, is a very serious incapacity in the commanditaires, as it 
binds them hand and foot, and commits them entirely to the 
mercy of the gerani, sovereign lord and master of the whole 
concern; for the fear of this ever-threatening responsibility is 
so great, and the interference which is likely to bring it on so 
undefined, that it paralyses, to a great extent, inspection and 
remonstrance; so that practically the gerant is frequently 
without the slightest control. 

The compagnie anonyme is certainly useful where fairly 
possible, but it is only possible in a limited number of cases. 
It is of very much the same nature as the incorporated compa- 
nies under the law of England, and from the expense attending 
its formation, and the necessity of obtaining the consent of the 
Government, can only be thought of for undertakings of the 
first magnitude. Thus under the Code de commerce only two 
combinations are available for drafting non-commercial capital 
into commercial enterprise—one too dangerous and the other 
too unwieldy and expensive. Such, at least, has been long the 
opinion of many competent judges. An attempt has been 
made by the law of July, 1856, to sanction and regulate the 
right of inspection of the councils of surveillance of com- 
mandite companies, the capital of which is divided into shares, 
but it has turned out a failure, the authority of the gerants, 
under the rules of the commandite, being far too overpowering 
to be easily controlled by shareholders, even though provided 
with the right of inspection. Under these circumstances it has 
almost simultaneously occurred to two men of considerable 
authority and experience to look for the remedy of the evil 
in the law of England. One of them, M. Demere, is president 
of the Tribunal of Commerce of Paris; the other is M. 
Blanche, First Aqvocate-General in the Court of Cassation. 
Both these distinguished lawyers, in the inaugural address 
delivered to their respective Courts last year, expressed a strong 
desire that the limited liability company of the English law 
should be imported into France—giving thus a happy instance 
of the advantages of juridical free trade:—no more striking a 
specimen of the increasing effects of circulation on scientific 
capital than this! France borrows the rudiments of the societé 

, en commandite and the compagnie anonyme from the old Italian 
commercial customs and her own pre-revolutionary laws: 
England borrows the principles of the societé en commandite to 
form the matrix of her own system of limited liability, and, 
as interest for the loan, is on the eve of communicating to 
France the additions which her own legislative labours have 
added to the borrowed treasure. The adaptation, however, 
may not be immediate—it will meet with some opposition. In 
its favour it has, certainly, two powerful recommendations. 
One is its undoubted utility, and that, sooner or later, now-a- 
days, will work its way. The other is the favour of the 
Emperor, who, from creditable accounts, is decidedly partial 
to the system of limited liability. But limited liability has 
also opposers; one of them a very irreconcileable one. It is 
that school of enlightened patriots who think every advantage 
derived from a foreign country is an insult to their own, and 
who would much prefer the satisfaction of not recognising the 
merits of the most substantial benefits derived from them. 
Their argument is very simple—limited liability is made up of 
the distinguishing characteristics of commandile and compagnie 
anonyme, both taken from the French law, and we need not 
receive back from the English what has been borrowed from us, 
Showing thus they prefer ignoring the peculiar attributes and con- 
siderable advantages of the new plan to balancing the obligation 
of England by borrowing something from her in their turn. For- 
tunately, however, this childish schooi of patriotic vanity and 
scorn of Anglomanie is not in majority. But there are many 
who, quite willing to acknowledge the advantages of limited 
liability, and desirous of adopting it, are apprehensive sbout 
its resulte. 

It is clearly under the influence of these fears that the bill 
laid before the Chamber of Deputies by M. Duvergier, in the 
name of the Government has been drawn. Caution is its pre- 
dominant characteristic; and so excessive the protection it 
gives the public against fraud, that in its present form it is 
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entirely impracticable. Among other obnoxious stipulations 
may be quoted that by which the directors are required to 
hold together in their own right, and in equal shares, at least 
one-tenth of the capital of the company. Likewise that by 
which, notwithstanding the limited liability held forth by the 
title of the company, the directors are made jointly and seve- 
rally liable for all the debts of the company, as a penalty for 
five or six different irregularities, It is probable that the bill, 
should it pass, will be expurgated as it goes through the house ; 
but when it appeared, with all those drawbacks, it was to many 
a source of great disappointment. 

On the first prospect of the adoption of limited liability com- 
panies in I'rance many Englishmen had been aroused by the 
opening of this new field for enterprise, and the possibility of 
extending to France the operations of limited liability com- 
panies of various descriptions already established in England. 
When the proposed bill appeared, that ardour received a sudden 
check; but the idea having been conceived and having taken 
firm possession of the minds of some who were not so easily 
discouraged, I happened to be consulted as to the prospects and 
feasibility of this plau. The uncertainty of the success of the 
proposed bill, and the possibility of its emerging from the 
chamber, provided with clauses very much at variance with 
those of the English law, led me to consider whether the wishes 
of the persons consulting me might not be compassed indepen- 
dently of the preposed law. And that question being likely to 
interest some of your readers, I place at your disposal the re- 
sult of my investigations. 

Till very lately the question whether’ an English limited 
liability company could, as such, transact business in France 
was clearly negatived by the jurisprudence of the French 
courts, all agreeing in denying to foreign companies the right 
to sue and be sued in their corporate names. That jurispru- 
dence was in France an instructive example of the advantages 
of international illiberality. Such an incapacity had never’ 
been thought of by the French Courts, till the Court of Cassa- 
tion of Belgium inflicted it upon one of the great French in- 
surance companies, in the corporate name of which the suit 
then before the Court was carried on. That was of course im- 
mediately resented by the courts of France, and thereby was 
brought on the rule of law that foreign companies could not 
sue in the French courts under their corporate name. This 
state of things was, however, fortunately done away with, at 
least'so far as English companies are concerned, by the con- 
vention signed at Paris on the 30th of April last, by which 
it was agreed that the companies of each country might appear 
in their corporate capacity in the courts of the other. Limited 
liability companies, created and established in England, and 
regularly registered there, may now therefore sue and be sued 
as such before the Courts of France. What business they 
transact in that country will therefore have the protection of 
the law. But now comes the very serious question: what 
liability would be incurred in the eye of the law of France in 
consequence of the business transacted in that country ? 

I must here recall to mind that the question I started with 
was the possibility of limited liability companies, created and 
established in England, doing business in France. That cha- 
racter of companies established in England they must carefully 
preserve; they must work from the vantage-ground of the law 
of England, if they do not wish the liability consequent upon 
their transactions to be meted out according to the extent and 
degree established by the law of France, which considers as 


partnerships en nom collectif, involving all the members into: 


joint and several responsibility, every set of persons associated 
for profit in France outside of the other recognised forms of 
commercial association. Should that joint and several liability 
not be desirable, no branch or auxiliary company should be 
thought of, having however small a modicum of existence of 
its own. It would be decidedly dangerous. But it would be 
otherwise in the case of an agency. Through an agent or 
agents established in France, English limited liability com- 
panies may transact business and operate as fully as they would 
in England, and with no greater liability. An agent cannot 
entail upon his principal any liability greater than is allowed 
by the power under which he acts, It is the foundation and 
limit of his authority. That is a settled rule of law. It is 
likewise certain that every man has to make himself acquainted 
with the capacity of the person with whom he contracts, and 
any mistake or laches on that point he must suffer from. Such 
being the case, any person having entered into any business in 
France, with the agent there of an English limited liability 
company, empowered by the directors to bind that company, 
but not beyond the limits established by the law of England, 
could fix upon the directors no liability at all beyond what they 
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would incur under that law. As to the agent, he would of 
course incur no personal liability, if he had practised no fraud. 
The directors would therefore be safe by giving duly limited 
and sufficiently explicit powers to their agent that would be 
sufficient to protect them. However, to make assurance doubly 
sure, they might take certain measures to notify to the public 
the fact of the agency and the nature of the liability to which 
the company is submitted. English companies may hold Jand 
in France, but not through trustees. 


Raltway Companirs—RESPONSIBILITY FOR ACCIDENTS. 

The Civil Tribunal of the Seine has just given an important 
decision respecting the responsibility of railway companies in 
case of accidents on their works, when those works are con- 
tracted for and executed by others. M. Boisseau, a farmer at 
Feigneux, was returning in a gig from Senlis on the 6th of 
September last, accompanied by Dr. Beuxis, when, on arriving 
near Crepy, the vehicle was suddenly precipitated into a deep 
trench cut in the road for the construction of a branch line from 
Senlis to Chantilly. The two were thrown out, and M. Boisseau 
falling on his head expired almost immediately. The accident 
arose from negligence, the opening being only defended by a 
deal board, so slightly nailed to posts on each side of the road 
that it offered no impediment to the horse, and the obstacle was 
not even lighted by lanterns, The widow, in the name of her- 
self and three young children, now demanded the sum of 
125,000f. as damages. The deceased, it appeared, was aged 
only $1, and for the last seven years had conducted an exten- 
sive farm with such intelligence as to realize a profit of 53,000f. 
He paid a rental of 30,000f., and had just renewed his lease 
for 16 years. The defsnce of the company was that the work 
hhad been undertaken by a contractor, who assumed all the re- 
‘sponsibilily arising from it; but the Court ruled that railway 
‘companies are bound to execute at their own risk and peril all 
works for which they have received concessions, and that in the 
present instance the company understood the obligation so well 
that an article in the contract stipulated that the contractor 
should indemnify it for the consequences of any accidents which 
might occur and any actions which might arise from these 
accidents, the company thus admitting its own responsibility. 
The Court condemned the company in the payment of 60,000f. 
damages, =f be equally divided between the mother’ and the 


three chil 





Tue Case or M. Mires. 


The decision of the Court of Dousi, setting forth that M. 
Mirés was not guilty of the charges of swindling and embezzle- 
ment brought against him, has been appealed against by M. 
Dupin, the Procureur-General, “in the interest of the law ”"— 
& technical phrase, which means simply that the Court of 
Cassation is invited formally to express its dissent from the 
ruling of the Court of Douai. M. Dupin grounded his appeal 
on several pleas, but the Court of Cassation has only adopted 
one, which in itself is quite sufficient, and yesterday formally 
ruled that the Court of Douai had not decided in conformity 
with law and justice in deciding that M. Mirés’ conduct (in 
selling shares on which he had advanced money at a t, 
and then making a claim against his clients as if he had sold 
the same at @ loss) was legal. The Court of Cassation, with 
great pny deliberation, describes this sort of opera- 
tion as swindling, and rectifies the judgment of the Court 
below accordingly. 


> 
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Colonial Tribunals and Jurisprusence 





CANADA, 


The Hon, J. Sandfield M‘Donald, Q.C., the present Prime 
Minister and Attorney-General of Canada West, was called to 
the bar in June, 1840. He had previously practised as an 
attorney. He soon obtained high reputation a a barrister, and : 
& lucrative and increasing business. Mr. M‘Donald was 
elected a member of the Canadian parliament in the years 1848, 
1852, and 1854, without a contest. In 1849 he was appointed 
Solicitor-General, under what is known as the Lafontaine- 





Baldwin government, which important post he occupied until 
the autumn of 1851, when the Government became dissolved. 
In 1852 he was elected speaker in Quebec, and maintained | 
that position till the dissolution in 1854. In 1858 he was ap~ 
pointed Attorney-General in the Brown-Dorion government. 
The Hon. Louis Victor Sicotte, the present Attorney-Gene~ 





ral of East and Lower Canada, is a native of the French part: J 





of the province. He is a lawyer, like moat of his colleagues, 
and owing to the radical difference between the two systems 
of civil law existing in Upper and Lower Canada, he is the 
French Attorney-General, as Mr. M‘Donald is the English 


one. 

The Hon. Adam Wilson, the present Solicitor-General of 
Canada West, is a Scotchman and a lawyer of repute. He was 
first elected to Parliament about the end of 1859, and hus re- 
presented North York ever since. He is a Queen’s Counsel, 
and holds a very leading position in his profession. 

The Hon. J. G. Abbott, the present Solicitor-General of 
Canada East, is a Montreal lawyer of high repute. He has but 
very recently entered public life, and little can therefore be 
stated on this head respecting him. 





On Friday, 23rd May ult.,a meeting of members of the 
bar of Upper Canada was held at Osgoode Hall. Resolutions 
were passed for a dinner to be given to Sir J. B. Robinson, 
Bart., upon the occasion of his retirement from the Chief Jus- 
ticeship of Upper Canada, and congratulating him on his ap- 
pointment to the office of President of the Court of Appeal. 
Tt was also resolved that an address be presented to the Hon. 
William Hume Blake, late Chancellor of Upper Canada, on 
the occasion of his retirement from that office, and that the 
members of the bar should attend in open court to congratu- 
late the Hon. Archibald McLean on the occasion of his elevation 
to the Chief Justiceship of Upper Canada. Resolutions were 
also passed congratulating the Hon. P. M. Vankoughnet on his 
elevation to the office of Chancellor, and complimenting the Hon. 
Joseph Curran Morrison on his appointment as a puisne judge 
of the Common Pleas. 

On the following day, all the judges of the Queens’s Bench, 
Common Pleas, and Chancery, assembled in the Court of 
Queen’s Bench to witness the presentation of the addresses 
authorised by the resolutions, The bar attended, and Henry 
Eccles, Esq., Q.C., treasurer of the Law Society, pro tem., 
acting as spokesman, made an appropriate address to Chief 
Justice McLean, Chancellor Vankoughnet, and Mr. Justice 
Morrison, to which they severally replied. 


= > 
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Erelanvd, 


A very painful circumstance occurred in Dublin on the 30th 
ult. While a case was proceeding in the Court of Exchequer 
it was found that the counsel for the defendant, Mr. Ralph, 
was not present. He wes immediateiy sent for, and found lying 
dead upon his bed. He had died of strangulated hernia, and 
so suddenly that there was no time for an operation. The an- 
nouncement of the lamentable event caused a great sensation 
in court. 
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Review. 





The Law of Evidence as Administered in England, and 
applied to India. By Joserun Gooveve, Esq., of the Inner 
Temple and Lincoln’s-inn, Barrister, Acting Master of the 
Supreme Court of Calcutta, &c. 

If it were possible to chronicle passing events by a species of 
historical photography, and to persuade men to submit all their 
actions to its operation, the laws of evidence would be exceed- 
ingly simple, and the task which Mr. Goodeve has now with 
much labour and judgment performed might, haye 
been deemed useless and left unattempted. Seeing, however, 
that men continually allow themselves to be diverted from 
truthfulness by their fears, their interests, and their passions, 
and that even an honest endeavour to relate pure facts is too 
often foiled by the forgetfulness, the stupidity, or the ignorance 
of the narrator, the task of judge or jury becomes fraught 
with difficulties, and the jewel ‘truth’ must be sought amid 
a mass of error, falsehood, and contradiction. It needs little 
argument to show that the power of eliciting truth in a court 
of justice depends mainly on the study of the workings of the 
human mind. To draw out an unwilling witness, to convict a 
determined liar, to calm a well-meaning man who is confused 
and agitated, and to guage the value of testimony gathered 
from a hundred miscellaneous and doubtful sources—these are 
operations for which few a priors rules can be laid down, and 
which must in the main proceed upon a knowledge of men’s ° 
usual habits of thought and feeling. It follows, necessarily, 
that the rules of evidence of all countries must be coincident 
up toa certain point—so far, is, as that common nature 
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extends which unites all men in one species of thinking 
beings; but a divergence will commence wherever religion or 
habit has introduced differentia in the general modes of 
thought or action which constitute national as distinguished 
from individual character. Thus, in introducing with some 
slight modifications the English law of evidence into the courts 
of India, considerable difficulties have been experienced from 
the characteristics of the Hindu and Mahomedan populations. 
The prevalence of falsehood among the Hindoos appears to 
exceed all ordinary limits. “ We fear,” says Mr. Goodeve 
(p. 237), “that the picture of Indian evidence drawn by the 
Privy Council on the hearing of the appeal in the great Vas- 
sareedy case, is but too faithful a likeness.” In this case a 
deed or instrument was placed in evidence signed by twelve 
witnesses, and on this abundant testimony the Court expressed 
itself as follows:—‘ The facts tending to this conclusion are 
sworn to bya vast number of witnesses. ‘There appears to us 
to be no objection to this evidence beyond the observation, 
which may be made on all Hindu testimony, that perjury and 
forgery are so extensively prevalent in India, that little reliance 
ean be placed on it.” Our author reasonably remarks, that the 
maxim, “ Falsus in uno falsus in omnibus,” can scarcely be 
applied to India, for it would lead to the exclusion of Hindu 
evidence altogether. We are not told what is the supposed 
reason of this general depravity, but we presume that it lies in 
the absence of anything like moral training. The Mahome. 
dans, on the other hand, have their own particular system for 
avoiding inconvenient frankness, and we are told that, although 
a denial of a positive fact is wrong, equivocation is openly pro- 
nounced to be praiseworthy. But the most serious kind of 
deceit is that which is positively prescribed by religion, for 
where interest and conscience combine to recommend falsehood, 
the naked charms of truth can scarcely hope to prevail. In- 
credible as it may seem, the Hindoo was forbidden by the 
Mitacshara to speak any truth whereby the life of a Sudra, a 
Vaisya, a Cashetry, or a Brahmin, might be endangered (p. 114.) 
Thus, whatever might be the crimes of a native, unless he were 
a man who had lost caste altogether, his countrymen were for- 
bidden to testify against him in a matter of life and death. 
So at least says Mr. Goodeve, but we find him saying a few 
lines lower—“ The Mitacshara restricts the obligation of false 
testimony to the cases in which the interests in the privileged 
class is involved;"’ an assertion which appears strangely at 
variance with the tormer, and would seem to show that some 
er.or has crept into the text. When, however, to the above, 
we add that by the Gentoo law a man might bear false witness 
to save his own life or goods, to seduce a woman, or to save a 
Brahmin’s life, that three or four falsehoods might be told in 
promotion of a marriage (p. 114), that women were, as a 
general rule, deemed unfit to be witnesses (p. 87), and that a 
contradiction by one witness discredited all other witnesses 
on behalf of the same party (p. 100), it will readily be 
admitted that the dominant race could scarcely allow 
the law to remain as it was. There were numerous 
minor points in which the oriental law was credulous, 
fanciful, or absurd. We cannot resist giving our readers the 
following specimen from the Al Sirajiyyah:—* The longest 
time of pregnancy is two years, according to Aba Hanafah 
(may God be merciful to him!) and his companions; and ac- 
cording to Laith, the son of Sad Alfahma (may God be merci- 
ful to him!), three years; and according to ‘Aishaf (may God 
be merciful to him!) four years; but according to Alzuhri 
(may God be merciful to him!) seven years; and the shortest 
time for it is six months.” On this our author dryly remarks 
that the mercy invoked for the sage might reasonably be 
solicited for the woman ! 

The Indian law of evidence as now modified is in the main 
that of the superior courts of Common Law in England, but 
‘there are some points of difference arising principally from the 
‘character of the populations to be dealt with, ‘Thus the Court 
has discretion to svbstitute an affirmation for an oath in cases of 
‘want or defect of religious belief (p. 128). According tothe Mitac- 
slara, respectable witnesses were to be preferred in cases of con- 
tradiction to those of an opposite character, and respectability 
included in its elements the possession of wealth and children 
(p. 70). We have heard of “ keeping a gig’ as a test of respecta- 
bility, but we are not aware that the law of England recognizes 
the rule; and the Act No. II. of 1855, entitled “ An Act for the 
farther improvement of the law of evidence,” by which the 
Anglo-Indian Courts are now regulated, has certainly not im- 


ported that principle from the Isles of the West. A declara- 
tion against interest is admitted in England only after the 
decease of the person who has made it; in India, under 
certain circumstances it is made admissible during his lifetime 





(p. 463). A similar variation occurs in certain cases as to 
the admission in evidence of entries made in commercial 
transactions (p. 482). In questions of pedigree depending 
upon oral tradition the testimony of legitimate relations by 
blood or affinity is alone admitted in England, but the Indian 
Evidence Act extends the privilege, no doubt for reasons of 
local expediency, to illegitimate members of the family, and 
even to intimate acquaintances (p. 449). 

Mr. Goodeve’s book is professedly and really a treatise on 
the English Law of Evidence, showing, in addition. the adap- 
tation of that law to oriental exigencies. It may be doubted 
whether it will be much used here as a book of practice, for 
the references are not frequent enough to satisfy the yearning 
for reported cases which exists in England. It abounds, how- 
ever, in shrewd remarks, and is evidently the result of com- 
prehensive study, close observation, and clear reasoning. In 
India, the insertion of numerous references would have been 
rather an incumbrance than a benefit; and while we can con- 
fidently recommend the work to the young student of principles 
at home, we have little doubt that it will become a leading 
book of practice in the country for which it is especially in- 
tended. 

Many of our readers will remember Mr. Goodeve, as a mem- 
ber of the Chancery bar in this country. For many years he 
had an extensive practice at Lincoln’s-inn, which he was in- 
duced to relinquish for brighter prospects at Calcutta. We 
see that he is now a Master of the Supreme Court there. 





A Handbook of the Law of Scotland. By James Lorimxr, 
Advocate, M.A., F.R.S.E., Professor of Public Law in the 
University of Edinburgh. Second Edition, Edinburgh; T. & 
T. Clarke. London: Stevens, Sons, & Haynes. 
Nothwitstanding the numerous attempts which have been 

made, during the past two years, to assimilate the laws of 

England and Scotland, and to induce the lawyers of one coun- 

try to pay some attention to the jurisprudence and judicial 

procedure of the other, a marvellous amount of ignorance and 
indifference still prevails, on either side of the Tweed, about the 
law and the practice which is to be found on the other side. 

In truth, except by a few enthusiastic fusionists and amal- 

gamators, the task has come to be considered all but hopeless— 

at least until another generation or two shall have passed 
away. Mr. Paterson did good service two years ago by his 

“Compendium of English and Scotch Law,” which gave 9 

kind of birds-eye view of the differences of both, together with 

a dictionary of parallel terms which helped the lawyers of 

the two countries to understand one another a little; although 

speaking for the Southrons we must confess that Mr. Paterson 
has not entirely removed all difficulties in the way of our under- 
standing what is a rescissory action or an action quanti 
minoris, or how a person is reponed, or when lands are said to 
be sucken, or what is a tack’s-man, or an ultroneous witness, 
or a white-bonnet. On the other hand there are, no doubt, a 
good many Scotch lawyers, who, notwithstanding the general 
diffasion of English literature, will continue to be puzzled by 
surrebutters and surrejoinders, by respondiat ousters and 
posteas, to say nothing of ne unques executor and tnuendos. The 
truth is, that, partly from pride and partly from prejudice, 
there is no great desire on either side for an approach to a 
good understanding about the abolitions of these time-honoured 
phraseal absurdities. Scotch lawyers who are ambitious of 
practice before the House of Lords are compelled to gain some 
information about English law, or at least its phraseology, and 
there are always a few leading English advocates who are 
generally engaged in Scotch appeals and cannot help knowing 
something about the law and procedure which they involve. 

But, as a very general rule, even the judges of one country are 

not ashamed to confess their inability to understand the 

reported decisions of the other. ‘ The more I am able” says 

Lord Justice Clerk Hope “to collect of English law, I am only 

the more confident that we do not understand nine out of ten 

of the cases which are quoted to us, and that in attempting to 
apply that law we run the greatest risk of spoiling our own 
by mistaking theirs ” (’Cowan v. Wright, 1852). We have no 
doubt that a similar sentiment would speedily find expression 
in Westminster Hall if any counsel there had the hardihood to 
cite a decision of the Court of Session for the guidance of one 
of our common law judges. Such a state of things is 
manifestly very inconvenient on both sides; and whatever 
tends to put an end to it deserves commendation from all 
sensible men. It is full time that there should be, at 
all events, an approximation towards one system of law 





new procedure for the two countries, and the first step 
towards this will be by an attempt at a fair estimate of the re- 











CS =e) es 


= hts = 


Pee erde rt tsoocaoss ss 


ty 








Pane Sa ee ers eee ee... 


SsFso 








Jury 5 1862. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 655 





—— 





ciprocal differences—by an inquiry how far they are radical or 
substantial aud to what extent they exist only in phraseology. 
Apart, moreover, from such general and indirect advantages as 
these it is every day becoming of more importance to each in- 
dividual lawyer in one country to have at least some general 
notion of the law and procedure of the other, and it is for this 
purpose that we especially recommend Mr. Lorimer’s “ Hand 
Book.” It does for Scotch law what nobody has yet attempted, 
and what we believe can never be so satisfactorily achieved, for 
English law. It was originally written for non-professional 
readers aud young law students for whom uo doubt it is well 
designed, hut we conceive that it is calculated quite as well for 
the instruction of English lawyers who wish to acquire a cor- 
rect general conception of Scotch law. It is very clear and 
consecutive in its arrangement, and has the special merit (not 
often to be found in our Jaw books) of distinguishing between 
principles and minute modifications. The main division of the 
work is somewhat novel and curious. Persons who are ac- 


_customed to regard jurisprudence from the platform raised by 


Blackstone will be surprised to find the entire subject treated 
under two such general heads as these: — 
1. Of the family relations, 
2. Of the relations between independent members of the 
community. 

This division has, no doubt, the charm of simplicity. 
Whether it also meets the requirements of logic is another 
question, as to which, however, one must not forget the extreme 
difficulty of making any division of the province of juris- 
prudence which will conveniently afford a place to be speci- 
ally assigned for every particular subject. Under the above 
mentioned first head, all the laws relating to husband and wife, 
parent and child, and guardianship, may very fitly be placed. 
So, perhaps, may the heads of master and servant, and master and 
apprentice, and even heritable and moveable succession; but 
we pass rather beyond the pale of logic when we try to bring 
the law of trusts and trustees under the same main division. 
The second general division includes chapters treating of the 
constitution of contracts in general; of the contract of sale; 
of the rights and burdens attaching to heritable property; of 
prescription ; of the contract of letting and hiring; of pledge and 
lien; of bankruptcy and insolvency; of bills and promissory 
notes; of partnership; of cautionary obligations; of insurance; 
of copyright; of patents; of securities for debt; of the poor. 

Mr. Lorimer concludes by giviug an account of the supreme 
and superior courts and judges of Scotland, and also of Scotch 
practitioners of the law. It is rather amusing to find the Court 
of the “Lord Lyon ” described as a regular tribunal with its 
own peculiar jurisdiction. He is said to have “ jurisdiction 
over all other heralds, pursuivants, and messengers of arms;” 
and also is empowered by statute “ to inquire into the relation- 
ship of younger branches of families, having right to coat ar- 
mour,” &c. Under this head Mr. Lorimer discusses the question 
which has recently given rise to much discussion in this coun- 
try. It appears that, notwithstanding the severe and despotic 
rule of the Lord Lyon, the law of Scotland agrees with the 
English law in’ not requiring a royal licence or any sanction 
from the Heralds for a change of name. Having cited a case or 
two in point he says that, 

“In accordance with what thus seems to be the law of 
Scotland, it is held in the Lyon office that a man may assume 
any name he chooses. The Lord Lyon, consequently, will not, 
as is popularly believed, grant authority to an individual to 
change his name; but on the narrative that he has already 
changed it, he will grant him arms under his new name; and 
in the patent, or, if desired, in an extract from the record, he 
will certify the fact of the change.. ‘This certificate has been 
recognised both by the War’ Office and by the Admiralty, as 
identifying the bearer of the new name with the bearer of the 
old name, which is the only object of the Queen’s letters 
patent; and officers in the army and navy have been permitted 
to change their names on the lists, and to draw their pay 
under their new denominations.” 

Upon the whole, this hand book contains the most intelligible 
and readable account of Scotch law which could be placed in 
the hands of any alien residing out of the jurisdiction of the 
Lords of Session and Sheriffs Substitute, 





Edmund Burke. A Lecture by the Rieut Hon. Jossru 

Napisr, LL.D. Dublin: Hodges, Smith, & Co. 

The forced retirement of men high in office would seem to 
be seldom the retirement of leisure: their brains must still be 
at work in the service of the public, Lord Campbell, away 
from his legal duties produced one of the most charming 
collections of biographies in the language. And here, another 





Lord Chancellor, removed for a time from the judgment seat 
by a political accident, follows in his footsteps, and devotes 
himself to instructing and enlightening his fellow citizens. 
He chocses for his subject the theme of a great and good 
man’s career, The Right Hon. Joseph Napier, Ex-Chancellor 
of Ireland, delivered the lecture (which he has now published) 
at a meeting of the Young Men’s Christian Association in 
Dublin, and in the presence of the Lord Lientenant. He made, 
on the occasion, a marked sexsation, and the lecture in print 
fully justifies the approbation he met with. Of course the 
general matter of the lecture hardly accords with the dry 
nature of our legal journal. But there is one portion of 
the lecture which, as partaking of a legal character, may 
be alluded to the more appropriately. It is when the Ex- 
Chancellor deals with the libellous charges which have 
from time to time been made against Edmund Burke. 
These Mr. Napier meets and crushes with judicial clear- 
ness. If space permitted we would gladly quote at length 
from this admirable and comprehensive refutation of calum- 
nies which, either from indolence, indifference, or contempt, 
have been too long permitted to run riot with the repu- 
tation of one of England’s proudest names. Recently these 
attacks culminated in some anonymous communications to 
Notes and Queries, setting out inter alia some weak evidence, 
and still worse nts, to prove that Edmund Burke ac- 
quired his estates by unfair means. These charges, as we 
have said, are very ably dealt with and refuted by Mr. Napier, 
who gives, for tho first time, evidence of the means by which 
Edmund Burke purchased his Buckinghamshire prope. The 
present proprietor of the estate kindly gave Mr. Napier all 
information to be derived from an inspection of the title deeds. 
It thus appears that Burke gave something more than £20,000 
for the estate and mansion with its contents, and that of this 
sum £14,000 remained on mortgage until 1812, when the 
estate was sold:—a simple statement of fact which at once 
dispels the romantic or absurd rumours we have been 
accustomed to hear of generosity on the one side or fraud on 
the other. For the rest we must refer the reader to the lecture it- 
self which will well repay a perusal, We can only express our 
regret that a reference to such details should be necessary to 
disprove the stories which malice, scandal. or simple ignorance 
have from time to time sown abroad. Those who, with our- 
selves, value almost alike the spotless fame or brilliant genius 
of a profound statesman and philosophic jurist, and consider 
both the property of our country, cannot but appreciate the 
research and care displayed by Mr. Napier in the pleasing 
task of guarding thus jealously, a name of which the country 
may well be proud. f 

It is an honour to the law when we firtd the leisure of its 
highest professors gilded by occupation such as this eloquent 
essay of Mr. Napier. 
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Law Students’ Journal. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 

The annual report of the committee of the Law Students’ 
Debating Society has just been issued. It is as follows:— 

Gentlemen,—Your committee beg to lay before you the fol- 
lowing statement of the proceedings of the society during the 
past session, and they have much pleasure in saying that it 
contrasts favourably with that of any previous year. 

There have been thirty-two meetings held, and the average 
number of members attending upon each occasion has been 
thirty-two. This affords a fair criterion of the interest created 
by the subjects proposed for discussion, and if we refer to the 
reports of previous years, it will be found that this number éx- 
ceeds that of any preceding year. 

At the annual meeting in 1861 Mr. Lawrance resigned the 
office of Treasurer, and Mr. Winckworth withdrew from the 
committee. Mr. Bradford was elected treasurer in the room of 
Mr. Lawrance, and the vacancies thus cansed in the committee 
by the retirement of Mr. Winkworth, and the election of Mr. 
Bradford to the office of treasurer, were supplied by Mr. Peachey 
and Mr. Hewitt. 

Early in the year, after the subject of the future application 
of the surplus funds had been repeatedly before the society, 2 
committee was appointed to prepare and submit a scheme for 
the consideration of the society. That committee subsequent.y 
presented a report, which, on discussion by the society, was not 
adopted. 

Your committee have much pleasure in again being able to 
call the attention of the society to the fact that many of its 
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members have gained prizes or otherwise distinguished them- 
selves at the examinations during the past year. 

_ The committe are at all times glad to receive questions for 
discussion from the members, and while acknowledging with 
thanks the receipt of many from some members, desire to call 
the attention of others to this part of their duty. 

With respect to the alterations which have been made in the 
society’s rules during the past year, an addition has been made 
to rule 5, by providing that the society shall not meet on Easter 
Tuesday, nor between the 20th December and 5th January in 
each year. 

A material alteration was also made with reference to the 
meetings at which discussions might take place upon the 
society’s rules, ‘The society determined that motions should 
pes fry brought forward at the annual and quarterly meetings, 
and at the first meeting in June, instead of at the first meeting 
in each month. And it was also determined that no member 
should move or second any motion for adjournment more than 
once at the same meeting. As more copies of the rules were 
required, a new edition has been issued, embodying the various 
alterations which have been made in them since the last issue. 

Upon an average the length of the debates has been two and 
a-half hours, the number of speakers has been nine, and the 
number of those who have recorded their votes thirteen. 

Your committee, while congratulating the society upon the 
number of speakers upon each question, cannot refrain from re- 
The marking upon the very small number of votes recorded. 
mere fact of the register showing an average attendance 
of thirty-two members, and of these only thirteen voting upon 
the question, calls for some explanation; and your committee 
having paid some attention to the subject, consider that this is 
in a great measure owing to the very late hour at which ocoa- 
sionally the legal or jurisprudential discussions commence, 
which renders it necessary for members to leave before the 
conclusion of the debate. This late commencement arises 
partly from members not being punctual in their attendance, 
but sometimes from members occupying the attention of the 
society by making motions unconnected with the business of 
the evening. 

Your committee are sorry to observe that a habit has lately 
grown up of members applying for leave to bring forward mo- 
tions out of the regular course, and they recommend that 
power be given to the president to determine whether leave 
should be granted and in his discretion to put a stop to any 
discussion upon points of order. 

Your committee ore happy to report that there have been 
very few retirements during the past year, whilst, on the other 
hand, there have been as many as 33 new members elected. 
Whilst upon this subject, your committee would recommend 
that a new list of the members of the society should be printed 
annually, The number of members on the books of the society 
is, at present, 115, and of these 50 are active members and 
in the habit frequently of attending the debates. 

Before concluding their report your committee think it right 
to refer to the correspondence which has taken place in the 
legal journals as to the establishment of an institution open to 
all articled clerks, It is proposed to annex to this institution 
a debating society ; but, should such a society be formed, it does 
not appear likely to be attended with success. We believe 
that by far the greater number of articled clerks are able to 
avail themselves of the advantages afforded by this society by 
their principals being members of the Incorporated Law So- 
ciety or themselves subscribers to the lectures, We are, how- 
ever, agreed that the establishment of a recognised system of 
“tutorial” instruction somewhat similar to that adopted by 
the benchers of the inns of court would very much assist 
students, and provide for what is considered to be wanting in 
their professional education. It may be desirable to consider 
whether the alleged necessity of establishing a separate asso- 
ciation may not be superseded by some modification of the 
present constitution of this society. 

The treasurer's account has been duly audited, and shows a 
balance in favour of the society of £30 16s. 1d., and the list of 
—_ fines and subscriptions show assets to the amount of 

8. 
Law Institution, 1st July, 1862. 
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Societies and Enstitutions. 


LAW AMENDMENT SOCIETY, 
The annual meeting of this society was held at its rooms on 
Monday last, Lord Brougham in the chair. The secretary 








read the report, in which the proceedings of the society were 
reviewed, Reference was made tothe Transfer of Land Bills, 
the Lunacy Registration Bill, the Marriage Laws of the United 
Kingdom, the Concentration of Courts, the Fusion of Law 
and Equity, &c. The president, vice-presidents, and managers, 
were re-elected for the ensuing year. The Earl of Lichfield 
was added to the number of vice-presidents, and Philip 
Francis, Esq., elected honorary member. After the discussion 
on the report,in which Dr. Hancock, Mr. Hastings, Mr. J. 
Parkes, and Mr. Hadfield, M.P., took part, the report was re- 
ceived, and the meeting adjourned. 


A> 
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INTERNATIONAL LAW. 
Tue “Emity St. Prerre.” 


Another question of international law between England and 
the Federal States, hardly less important than that involved 
in the famous Trent case, has been lately discussed between 
Earl Russell and the American minister. Our readers are 
familiar with the story of the rescue of the Emily St. Pierre by 
its English captain from the prize master and crew who were 
put in charge of the vessel upon its capture by a ship of war 
belonging to the Federal States. The papers containing the 
correspondence have just been published in the shape of a par- 
liamentary blue book. 

It appears that on the 24th of April Mr. Adams wrote to 
Earl Russell upon the subject, and transmitted certain depo- 
sitions relating to the seizure of the vessel. Mr. Adams con- 
tended that the act committed by Captain Wilson, the master 
of the neutral vessel, entailed her confiscation and that of the 
cargo, and asked that directions might be given for their res- 
toration. On the 7th of May Earl Russell replied that, having 
taken the opinion of the law officers, the Government were 
unable to comply, inasmuch as acts of forcible resistance to 
the rights of belligerents on the high seas were not cognizable 
by the municipal law of England, however punishable, as 
offences against international law, in the prize courts of the 
captor administering such law. Mr. Adams replied by quoting 
the language of Lord Stowell, by which he considered the 
restoration of the vessel is called for, and by pointing to the 
language of her Majesty’s proclamation, which, he thinks, 
was intended to apply to precisely such cases as this. The 
Foreign Minister rejoined that Lord Stowell’s language was 
limited to the action of a prize court of the captor, and does 
not extend to the municipal law of a neutral country. Chan- 
cellor Kent is quoted at some length by the noble lord, who 
concludes by saying that the meaning of the proclamation 
was that any breach of the statute would be punished under 
the statute by the same national authority by which the statute 
was enacted. In a dispatch, which occupies three pages and a 
half ot the printed return, Mr. Adams reviews the arguments 
of the noble lord, and what he considers the recognised doc- 
trines of international law, coming to the conclusion that the 
claim for the restoration of the ship rests on the soundest 
principles of equity and law, The restitution, he says, of 
Messrs. Mason and Slidell wus not required by any portion of 
the municipal law of the United States, and the United States 
government restored them simply because the seizure seemed 
to have been wrongful, as construed by the law of nations. 
If the Royal proclamation is to be made so null and void, 
foreign nations must, he says, adopt more stringent measures 
of repression “in order to bring down with real effect upon 
her subjects the just consequences of her Majesty’s dis- 
pleasure for the violation of her will.” The Government and 
people of the United States had expected some mark of indig- 
nation on the part of her Majesty’s Government. “The deci- 
sion has been otherwise. Made wiser by the result, they will 
take the necessary precautions, in like cases that may happen 
hereafter, to protect themselves.” 

Writing on the 12th instant, the Foreign Minister endea- 
vours to convince Mr. Adams that it is a general principle 
that each nation deals only with offences committed 
against its own laws, and is not called upon to carry 
into effect, or to aid in carrying into effect, the laws of 
foreign nations against persons who may have violated them, 
and who may be found within its territory. “ Not only in the 
case of neutrals in war, but in all cases falling within the 
same general principle, the nation to whom the parties com- 
plained of belong leaves to other nations who may suffer from 
the acts of such parties the penalty. It may happen that the 
nation receiving the injury may have an opportunity of resent- 
ing it, should it perchance catch the offenders within its juris- 
diction. Had the Zmily St. ’ierre fallen a second time into 
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the hands of a United States cruiser a prize court of the United 
States would, in all probability, have condemned the ship and 
cargo. Nor would her Majesty’s Government have complained 
of a condemnation judicially pronounced in accordance with 
the law of nations. Her Majesty’s Government, adhering to 
this line of conduct, are therefore acting in accordance with 
reason, policy, and the common and universal usage of nations 
in like cases, You speak of the rescue of the Emily SI. Pierre 
as being a fraud by the law of nations. But whether the act 
of rescue he viewed as one of fraud or of force, or as partaking 
of both characters, the act was done only against the rights 
accruing to a beiligerent under the law of nations relating to 
war, and in violation of the law of war, which, whilst it permits 
the belligerent to exercise and enforce such rights against neu- 
trals by the peculiar and exceptional right of capture, at the 
same time leaves to the belligerent alone the duty, and confers 
upon him the power, of vindicating such rights and of en- 
forcing such law. The same law not only does not require, 
but does not even permit, neutral nations to carry out bel- 
ligerent rights. You allude to the conduct of the United 
States Government in the case of the Trent; but the flageant 
wrong done in that case was done by a naval officer im the 
service of the United States; the prisoners, whose releasé-¥Was 
demanded, were in the direct custody and keeping of the 
executive Government; and the Government of the United 
States had actually the power to deliver them up, and did de- 
liver them up to the British Government. But the Emily St. 
Pierre is not in the power of the executive Government of 
this country, and the Ta aws of England, as well as the law of 
nations, forbid the executive Government from taking away 
that ship from its legal owners.” 

Mr. Adams’s reply on the following day is a simple acknow- 
ledgement of the above note, with the remark—“ As I do not 
perceive that its contents materially change the nature of the 
issue that had been already made up, I shall content myself 
with the transmission of a copy, to complete the correspon- 
dence on the subject, to the Government of the United States.” 

Earl Russell's argument is shortly that no offence had been 
committed against the municipal law of England: a neutral 
country has no obligation and no jurisdiction to aid in enfore- 
ing the right of a belligerent to capture; that the laws of 
war confer upon the belligerent alone the power of enforcing 
its rights; that the Government of this country could no 
more seize and surrender the vessel in its port than it could 
surrender a foreign criminal; and that the law of England, as 
well ‘as the law of nations, in fact, forbids the Executive 
Government from taking away the ship from its legal owners. 


——_—>—_—— 
London Gazettes, 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Fripay, June 27, 1862. 


Bromehead, Edmund Arthur, & Henry Kirke Hebb, Lincoln, Attorneys 
and Solicitor s (Bromehead & Hebb). Jan 1, 


Tuespay, July |, 1862, 


Wallinger, James weet Arnold, & Dalton Thomas Miller, Attorneys 
and Solicitors, 5 & 6 Sherborne-lane, London (Wallinger & Miller). 


June 4, 
Wood, William, & Harrington Charles James Groves,’Attorneys and Soli- 
citors, Liverpool (Wood & Groves). June 30. 


GM indings-up of Point Stock Companies. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
Fripay, June 27, 1862, 


Agriculturalist Cattle Insurance Company.—The Master of the Rolls will 
proceed on July 7 at 2, to settle the list of contributories of this com- 


P 

Pesmewrpad Works.—The Master of the Rolls will, on July 8 at 12, ap- 

point an official manager cf this company. 
TuespayY, July 1, 1862. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Friend-in-Need Life Assurance and Sick Fund Friendly Society.—Petition 
for winding up, presented June 25, will be heard before the Master of 
the Rolls, on July 12. Sol Dalrymple, 43 Bow-lane, 

State Fire Insurance Company.— Vice-Chancellor Wood will proceed, on 
duly 11 at 1, to settie the list of contributories of this company, 


Luurep in BayKRuptcy. 


Great Northern and Midland Coal Company (Limited),—Commissioner 
Goulburn will, on July 12 at 11, proceed to make a call on contribu- 
tories for £5 per share. 

Great Yarmouth Mariners and Tradesmen’s Coal Company (Limited).— 

Cc que purposes, on July 16 at 2, to make a call on 
contributories for os. per share. 

Plumstead, Woolwich, and Chariton Consumers’ Pure Water Company 
(Limited).—Commissioner Goulburn has appointed July 9 at 11.30, fur- 
ther to settle the list of contributories, 








Creditors under 22 & 23 Viet. cay. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Farivar, June 27, 1862. 


Bates, John, Wellington-rd, Bilston, Iron Master. Aug 4. Sols W. & A. 
F. Morgan, Birmingham. 

Bisshopp. Mary, Lower Durnford-st, Stonehouse, Plymouth, Spinster. 
July 26. Sols Hume & Bird, 10 Great James-st, Bedford-row. 

— Mary, Richmond, Surrey, Widow. Ang 23. Sols Smith {& Son, 
Richmon 

Dickson, George Frederick, 20 Hanover-ter, Regent’s-pk, .% Abbotts 
Reading, Lancashire, Esq. Aug 1. Sols Oliverson, Lavie, & Peachy, 8 
Frederick’s-pl, Old Jewry. 

Ellis, Jeremiah, Healey, Batley, near Dewsbury, Blanket Manufacturer, 
Aug il. Sol Ware, 99 Kingsland-rd, Middlesex. 

Fitchew, Wiiliam, Willoughby House, Ravenscourt-pk, Hammersmith, 


-_ 400 Oxford-st, Silversmith. Aug 1. Sol Richa: » 15 Old Jewry- 
chambers. 
Head, Henry, Broad Quay, Bath, Warfinger. 23. Fowler, 5 Bath- 
o _ Tobacconist, and Cottle, 32 -lane, Bath, Painter, 
xecuto! 
bie y = Richard, 1 High-st, Highgate. July 24. Sols H. & W. Hammond, 
8 Furnival 


Trotter, Eleanor Anne. formerly of Bury St Edmunds, late of 33 Maddox- 
st, Middlesex, Spinster. Aug 20. Sols Harrison, Beale, & Harrison, 19 


Beéford-row. 

Wild, John, Nottingham. Dec 27. Sol Smith, Nottingham. 

TousrspaY, Juiy 2, 1862. 

Bevin, Sarah, Waverton, Cheshire, Widow. Aung 19. Sols Walker & 
Smith, Chester. 

Buxton, Mrs. Hannah, Denmark-hill, Camberwell, Widow. Sept 29. 
Sols Clutton & Ade, 48 High-st, Southwark. 

Cumming, Caroline, Amersham, Bucks, Spinster. July 31. Sols Symes, 

y, Cow-cross, Middlesex, me: String 


Teesdale, & Sandilands, 33 ng et st. 
Edwards, John, 20 Sharp’s-alle 
Manufacturer. July 31. Sols. Smith & Son, 6 Barnard’s Inn, Holborn. 
Fillinham, John Lay Ashby, 8 Hanover-st, Walworth, Gent. Aug 2. 
Sols Taylor, Hoare, & Taylor, 28 Great James-st, Bedtord-row 

Holmden, Henry, formerly of Turnham-green, Middlesex, late of Auck- 
land, New ag Gent. Sept 29. Sol Mote, 33 Bucklersbury. 

Jackson, George, Masham, Yorkshire, Ironmonger. Aug27. Sols Newby, 
Richmond, & Watson, Stockton 

Marshall, William, Heston, Middlesex, Miller. Sept {1. Sols Druce & 
Sons, 10 Billiter-sq. 

. Mrs Mary, Tilshead, Wilts, Widow. Aug 15, Sol Hitchcock, 2 

Tanfield-court, Temple. 

Spark, Matthew, Sedgefield, Durham, Builder. Aug 21. Sola Newby, 
Richmond, & Watson, Stockton-on-Tees, 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Farvay, June 27, 1862. 

Headland, Elizabeth Mary, formerly of Blacklands House, King’s-rd, Chel- 
sea, and late of Northumberland House, Hornsey, Spinster. July 23. 
Headland v. Headland, M. R. 

Hindley, Charles, Portland House, Ashton-under-Lyne, Esq. July 24. 
Woods v. Woods, V. C. Wood. 

Lee, James, eathend, fhepping Wycombe, Farmer. July 25. 
v. Darvill, V. C. Stuart. 

Lloyd, William, Cilgwrgan, Llanmareurc, Montgomeryshire, Land Agent. 
July 17. Lloyd v. Lloyd, M. R. 

Mabbott, William Courthope, Southover, near Lewes, Esq. July 21. Hunt 
v. Knatchbull, M. R. 

Simon, John, Penny-bridge, Ulverstone, Agent, July31l. Simon v. Dent, 
V. C. Stuart. 

—_ Thomas, Alkham, near Dover, Esq. July 24. Smith v. Finch 


Croxon 


Soouten, Reber, Tynemouth, Gent.j July 19, Dunn v. Snowdon, V. C, 

Kindersley. 

Sahee. ae Nottingham, Boot Manufacturer. July 26. Hackett v, 

Sot! 

Williams, Joshua, Wighton, Norfolk, Baker. July 14. Norton ». Wil- 

liams, M. R. 
Tuespay, July 1, 1862. 

Cross, Henry, Black Cap Public House, High-st, Camden-town, Middlesex, 
Victualler, July 18. Cross v. Cross, V. C. Stuart. 

McChristie, William ert Gibraltar, Dentist. July 21. Leath v. 
McChristie, V. C. Woo 

McDermott, James, : Mate Storer-st, Stepney. July 15. McDermott 
v. Scanlan, V. C. W 

Nixon, James Lock, island of Se and Sudbrook-hall, Grantham, Esq. 
July 12, Nixon v. Robin, M. 

Roe, Maria, 5 ge Notting-hil, Middlesex, Aug 4. Parker 
v. Luckombe, V. C. Stu: 

Turrell, Augustus, Suseaen Court, Middlesex, Gent. Aug 2. Turrell 9. 
Turrell, V. C. Stuart. 


Assignments for Benekt of Creditors, 
FaipayY, June 27, 1862. 
Whittington, Richard Davies, Liverpool, Grocer. June 5, Sol Conway, 


Liverpool. 
Tvespay, July 1, 1862. 

Knight, George, Foster-lane, Cheapside, London, Chemical Apparatus 
Manufacturer, June 26, Sols Van Sandau & Cumming, 13 King-st, 
Cheapside. 

Standley, William, Sheffield, Beerhouse Keeper. Sols Smith & 
Burdekin, Sheffield. 


Berens registered pursuant to Bankruptep Act, 1861. 
Farpay, June 27, 1862, 


Allen, Frederick, South. Cambridgeshire, Ironmonger. May 28, Com- 
position. Reg June 2 


—_ ‘hey ) Remerboaey Woolwich, Corn Dealer, May 27, Assignment. 

g June 

—— David, Shiclipant Hardware Factor. June 19, Assignment, Reg 
june 2 


June 18, 
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Bertwistle, Jan, & Daniel Bertwistle, Padiham, Lancashire, ‘Builders. 
May 29. Conveyance. Reg June 26. 

Best, John Stratford, 6 Wilton-pl, Belgrave-sq, Middlesex, Gent. June 
23. Composition. Reg June 27. 

Bryant, Thomas, Central-hill, Norwood, Surrey, Builder. June ll. As- 
signment. Reg June 25 

Bull, Hannah, College-green, Bristol, Milliner. June 6. Conveyance. 
Reg June 26, 

Bulluck, Frederick, King’s Lyan, Norfolk, Grocer. May 80. Assignment. 
Reg June 27. 

Clark, Samuel, Landport, Hants, {Shipwright. May 30, Conveyance. 
Reg June 26. : 

Crosbie, Ebenezer, 20 Gloucester-ter, New-rd, Commercial-rd East, 
Middlesex, Draper. May 30. Assignment. Reg June 26. 

Davisen, George, Sheffield, Tailor. May 28. Assignment. Reg June 24. 

Forward, Henry, Salisbury, Wilts, Coal Merchant. June 17. Convey- 
ance. Reg June 24. 

Garrard, William, Lavenham, Suffolk, Builder. June 3. Conveyance. 
Reg June 26. 

Gaskin, James, Manchester, Grocer. June 10. Composition. Reg 
June 25. 

Henshall, William, jun., Manchester, Yarn Agent.” May 29. Assignment. 
Reg June 25. 

Hillyer, William, 14 Berkeley-pl, Clifton, Bristol, Butcher. June 14. 
Conveyance. Reg June 26. 

lliffe, John, 1 The Laurels, Moseley-rd, Balsall-heath, Kingsnorton, Wor- 
cestershire, Manufacturer of Rolled Metals. May 30. Conveyance. 
Reg June 26. 

Llewellyn, David, King’s Arms-yard, London, Merchant. May 14. Ar- 
rangement. Reg June Il. 

Marsden, Joseph, Thomas Marsden, & Abraham Marsden, Troughgate, 
near Bacup, Lancashire, Cotton Manufacturers, May 28. Assignment 
Reg June 24. 

Morris, Richard, Blackwood, Bedwelly, Monmouthshire, General Shop- 
keeper. May 3i. Conveyance. Reg June 25, 

Nordhein, Ernest Louis, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler. June 17. Com- 

Reg June 25. 

Page, William, Norwich, Engraver. June 2. Assignment. Reg June 25. 

Parnell, Charles, and Charlotte his wife, Woodstone, Huntingdonshire, 
Yeoman. May 29. Assignment. Reg June 26, 

Potts, Thomas, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Chemist. June 5. Assignment. 
Reg June 26. 

Ross, Charles Harry, Admiralty, Somerset House, Clerk in the Account- 
ant-General’s Department. May 27. Arrangement. Reg June 24. 

a Gosree Doncaster, Yorkshire, Chemist. May 26. Assignment. 

une 23. 
ee eat St. Mary-st, Portsmouth,Grocer. June 16, Assignment. 
une 26. 


Standfast, Robert, George Inn, Northtown, Taunton, Somersetshire, Inn- 
keeper. June 17. Assignment. Reg June 25. 
Thuell, William, 6 ro gag Stonehouse, Devonshire, Tobacconist. 
May 30. Assignment. Reg June 25. 
Walker, Henry, Huddersfield, Cabinet Maker. June 3. Assignment. 
Reg June 25. 
ToOESDAY, July 1, 1862. 


Ball, George, Prospect-st, Congleton, Ribbon Manufacturer. June 19. 
Conveyance. Reg June 27. 

Burton, Thomas, 147 Cheapside, Architect. June 2. Assignment. Reg 
June 30. 

Chambers, James, 36 Charles-st, Middlesex Hospital, Cheesemonger. 
June 13, Assignment. Reg June 30. 

Cook, John, High-st, Battersea, Coal Merchant. June 9. Assignment. 
Reg June 30. 

Goodman, et 2 a Lower Norwood, Surrey. June 30. Con- 
veyance. Reg July 1 

Green, William, & James Francis Martin, Burley, near Leeds, June 11. 
Assignment. Reg June 30. 

Harrison, Joseph Moseley, Dewsbury, Grocer. June 7. Assignment. 
Reg June 28. 

Heyworth, Timothy, Tower Mill, Radcliffe, 7 ‘gpa Cotton Manufac- 
turer. June 10, Assignment. Reg June 

Hodges, William, “yaa Moauoecnahire Miller. June 6. Assign- 
ment. Reg July |. 

Hunanian, Gregoir Antoin, 10 Greenwood-st, Manchester, Shipping Mer- 
chaut. May 31. Assignment. Reg June 27, 

Jackson, Stephen, & Charles Hargreaves, Leeds, Cotton Dyers. June 12. 
Conveyance. Reg June 27. 

Jenkins, Edward, Pontaberbargoed, Bedwellty, Monmouthshire. Jane 26. 
Composition. Reg July 1. 

Johnson, Christopher Betts, Wortwell, Norfolk, Miller. June 6. Assign- 
ment. Reg June 30. 

Kemp, Cornelius, Ipswich, China Dealer. June 10. Assignment. Reg 
July 1. 

Keynes, William, & Thomas Cusse Keynes, Salisbury, Auctioneers, &c. 
June 5. Assignment. Reg June 30. 

King, James, Wallingford, Grocer. May 30. Assignment. Reg June ¥7. 

Marriott, William, Keynsham, Somersetshire, Brewer. June 5. Assign- 
ment. Reg June 30. 

Muckleston, Robert, 4 Sidney-pl, Commercial-rd, Middlesex, Linen Dra- 
per. May 31. Assignment. Reg June 28. 

Nicklin, Matthew Wilkes, Birmingham, Galvanizer. June 17. Assign- 
ment., Reg June 30. 

Noble, William, Woolwich, Wholesale Stay Manufacturer. May 31. 
Composition. Reg June 26. 

Parkes, Francis, | Birmingham-villas, Palace-rd, Upper Norwood, Surrey. 
Builder. June 20, Assignment. Reg June 30, 

Parry, Margaret, Thomas-st, Newport, Monmouthshire, Boot Maker. 
June 3. Assignment. Reg June 28. 

Piggin, Joseph, His Lordships’ Larder, Cheapside, Licensed Victualler. 
June 23, Composition. Reg June 30. 

Shimmen, Andrew, Leiston, Suffolk, Innkeeper. June 3. Assignment. 
Reg Jnne 25. 

Smith, Joseph, South-st, Sheffield-moor, General Dealer. Muay 27. As- 
signment. Reg June 27. 

Turner, George, Kose-ter, Brompton, Dealer in Lamps. June 26. As+ 

Varun, Pn Fe 30. aed 

ann, n ee 1 Salmon-lane, Limeho Baker, June 16, 

Composition. Reg June 26, tes 





W etereth, William, Birkenhead, Sdobueed Victualler. June 19, prarae 
ment. Reg June 30, 

Weatherhead, William, & George Bell Stobbs, Foster-lanc, Cheapside, 
Warehousemen. June 27. Composition. Reg June 3 

Withers, James, Hambledon, Hants, Baker. June oe Assignment 
Reg June 30, 

Yewdall, Joseph, Horsforth, Yorkshire, Cloth Manufacturer. June 2. 
Composition. Reg June 27, 

° Gaukrupts. 
Fripay, June 27, 1862, 

Abelin, Magnus Christian, 14 Angel-ter, Lower-rd, Islington, Commission 
Agent. Pet June 23 (in forma pauyeris). London, July 8 at 10. Sol 
Aldridge, 46 Moorgate-st. 

Attewell, William, Cromwell-ter, St Ann’s Well-rd, Nottingham, Lace 
Manufacturer. Pet June 23. Nottingham, July 16 at 10. Sol Smith, 
Nottingham. 

Averill], Richard, High-st, Westbromwich, Staffordshire, General Agent, 
Pet June 24. Westbromwich, July 10 at 10. Sol Jackson, Westbrom- 
wich. 

Bacon, William, Lower Brook-st, Ipswich, Suffolk, Plumber. Pet June 19. 
Ipswich, July 4 at 10. Sol Champ, Silent-st, Ipswich. . 
Bastier, Jean Ursin, 19 Manchester-bidgs, Westminster, Civil Engineer, 
Pet June 25 (in forma pauperis). London, July 8 at 10. Sol Aldridge, 

46 Moorgate-st. 

Baylis, Henry, 22 Bow-st, Covent-garden, Middlesex, Traveller. Pet June 

p forma pauperis). London, July 8 at 10. Sol Aldridge, 46 Moor- 


gate-st. 

Belttiy James, King’s Cliffe, Northamptonshire, Beer Retailer. Pet June 
23.* Oundle, July 7at 11. Sol Law, Stamford. 

Bennett, Thomas, Nag’ s Head Inn, Mumbles, Oystermouth, Glamorgan- 
shire, Licenced Victualler. Pet June 25. Swansea, July 10 at 3. Sol 
Morris, 5 Rutland-st, Swansea. 

Bentham, Jeffrey, Manchester, Grocer’s Assistant. Pet Junc 24. Man- 
chester, July 8 at 12. Sols Higson & Robinson, Manchester. 

Birch, William, 5 Almond-st, Liverpool, Cart Owner. June 19, Liver- 
pool, July 8 at 3. Sols Evans, Son, & Sandys, Liverpool. 

Briggs, John, Milnsbridge, near Huddersfield, Teazle Dealer. Pet June 
21. Huddersfield, July 10 at 10. Sol Haig, Huddersfield. 

Bullock, Thomas, Shiffnall, Salop, Boot and Shoe Maker. Pet June 24. 
Madeley, July 12 at 12. Sol Beeston, Wellington, Salop. 

Candler, Hannah, 9 Murray-st, Camden-town, Middlesex, Spinster. Pet 
June 25, London, July 7 at 3. Sols Lewis & Lewis, 10 Ely-place. 

Carr, Joseph, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Furniture Broker. Pet June 24. 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne, July 10 at 11. Sols Hodge & Harle, Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne. 

Carter, Jchn, Paignton, Devonshire, Butcher. Pet June 10. Totnes, 
July 9at il. Sol Floud, Exeter. 

Chamberlain, William, jun, 22 German-st, Oldham-rd, Manchester, Fish 
Curer. Pet June 23. Manchester, July 22 at 9.30. Sol Stiles, Man- 
chester. 

Clark, James, 8 Albert-place, Manchester, Confectioner. Pet June 23, 
Manchester, July 22 at 9.20, Sol Hewitt, Manchester. 

Coles, James, Dunkeswell, Devonshire, Carpenter. Pet June 24. Honiton, 
July 8 at 1. Sol Channing, Taunton. 

Cracknell, Charles, Baker-st, Enfield, Middlesex, Coal Merchant. Pet 
June 23, London, July 8 at ll. Sols Lawrence, Smith, & Fawdon, 12 
Bread-st, London. 

Davies, Philip Augustus, 7 Crescent-place, Burton-cres, Middlesex, Lieu- 
tenant in the Royal Navy. Pet June 24 (in forma pauperis). London, 
July 15 at 10. Sols Aldridge & Bromley, 46 Moorgate st. 

Daynes, William, Brandon, Suffolk, Cooper. Pet June 25. Thetford, 
July 8 at 3. Sol Walpole, Northwold. 

Distin, John, jun, Paignton, Devonshire, Maltster. Pet June 7. Totnes, 
July 11 at 12. Sol Flond, Exeter. 

Durrant, William, 20 London-rd, Lowestoft, Suffolk, Fruiterer. Pet June 
24. Lowestoft, July 9 at 12. Sol Seago, Lowestoft. 

Dyson, John Baverly, Allansford, Shotley, Northumberland, Corn Miller. 
Pet June 11. Newcastle-upon-Tyne, July 10 at 11. Sols Cram & 
Legge. Newcastle-upon-'l'yne. 

Elliott, Louis Phillip, 37 Smyrk’s-rd, York-rd, Walworth, Surrey, Sales- 
man. let June 25. London, July 15 at 11. Sols Marshall & Son, 12 
Hatton-garden. 

Ellis, Frederick Samuel, 44 High-st, Camden-town, Middlesex, Hosier. Pet 
June 17. London, July 19at Jl. Sols Sole, Turner, & Turner, 68 Al- 
dermanbury. 

Falconer, Charles Henry, 2 St Leonara’s-avenue, Bromley, Shipping But- 
cher. Pet June 25. London, July 7 at 3. Sol Hill, 10 Basinghall-st. 
Farthing, Charles, Mere, Wilts, Builder. Pet June 25. Shaftesbury, 

July 9 at 12. sol Swyer, Shaftesbury. 

Fry, Peter Samuel, Bedford, Atterney-at-Law. Pet June 24. London, 
July 15 at 10. sols Lawrance, Plews, & Boyer, 14 Old Jewry-chambers. 

Gansewinkel, Charles Louis Van, 4 Newington-crescent, Newington Butts, 
Surrey, Merchant's Clerk. Pet June 23 (in forma pauperis). London 
July 15 at 10. Sols Aldridge & Bromley, 46 Moorgate-st. 

Gates, John Henry, St Mary, ‘Thetford, Suffolk, Schoolmaster. Pet June 
24. Thetford, July 8 at 11. Soi Houchen, Thetford. 

Gayton, Solomon, Fisherton Anger, Wilts, Builder. Pet June 23. London, 
July 14 at ll. Sols Bothamley & Freeman, 39 Coleman-st, London} 
and Kelsey, Salisbury. 

Glaudfield, Judith, Middle-st, Taunton St James, Somersetshire, School- 
mistress. Pet June 24, Taunton, July 12 at 12. Sol Trenchard, 
Taunton. 

Gobetz, Isaac, 4 Commercial-st, Whitechdpel, Middlesex, Jeweller. Pet 
June 25. London, July 15 at 10. Sol Stacpoole, Pinners-hall, Old 
Broad-st. 

Goodchild, John, of Sonning (not Lonning Fs) advertised in last“ Gazette.” 

Goodison, Thomas, Wakefield, Tanner, Pet June 24, Wakefield, July 23 
atil. Sol Gill, Wakefield. 

Gowdy, William, 6 borough-rd-ter, Bishopwearmouth, Durham, Painter. 
Pet June 20. Sunderland, July 8at 2. sol burn, Sunderland, 

Gratton, Henry, High-st, Wandsworth, Surrey, Draper, Pet June 24. 
London, July 15at 10. Sol Howell, 6! Cheapside. 

Gregory, Charles, jun, Cheltenham, Gloucestershire, Surgeon. Pet June 
23. Bristol, July 8at ll. Sol Wilkes, Gloucester. 

Griffiths, John, Swansea, Glamorganshire, Blacksmith. Pet June 23, 
Swansea, July 10at 3. Sol Tripp, Swansea, 














‘ 
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Hartley, “Jentph, 5 ; Campden-hill West, Kensinistos, Middlesex, Tailor. Pet 
June 24, London, July 7 at 1. Sol George, 2 Lincoln’s-inn-fields- 
chambers, Lincoln’s-inn- fields. 

Haynes, Edward, 50 Broad-st, Oxford, Painter. Oxford, 
July 9 at 10. Sol Hurford, Corn-market, Oxford. 

Henry, Robert Emslie, 34 Binton-st, Eaton-sq, Ensign. Pet June 10 (in 
forma pauperis), London, July 15 at 11. Sol Aldridge, 46 Moorgate-st. 

Holland, William, Carlton, Nottinghamshire, Sh — Pet June 25. 
Nottingham, July 16 at 10. Sol Brown, Notting! 

Hopper, John, 11 Great Queen-st, Lineoin's-inn-fields, Middlesex, Theatri- 
cal Manager. Pet June 23 (in forma pauperis) London, July 7 at 3. 
Sol Aldridge, 46 Moorgate-st. 

Hopkins, Elizabeth, 39 Moscow-rd, Bayswater, Boarding-house Keeper. 
Pet June 25, London, duly 15 at ll. Sol Chidley, 25 ‘Old Jewry. 

Howes, Charles Samuel, Rowley Mill, Rowley Regis, Staffordshire, “Miller, 
Pet June 23. Birmingham, July rt at 12. Sol Maltby, a 

desex, 


Pet June 2), 


Hunt, Frederick Charles, 134 Great Warner-st, Clerkenwell 
Dealer in Colonial Produce. Pet June 21 (in forma pauperis). London, 
July 7 at3. Sol Aldridge, 46 Moorgate-st. 

Jones, Daniel Frith, Risca, near Newport, Monmouthshire, Grocer, 

0. Newport, July 23 at 10. 

Jones, John Stanier, Portmadoc, Carnarvonshire, Attorney-at-Law and 

orl June 14, Liverpool, July 10 at 11. Sols Evans, Son, & 
n 

Jones, William, Water-street, Carmarthenshire, Railway Porter. 
June 7. Carmarthen, July a1 at 10. Sol Jeffries, Carmarthen. 

Key, John, Bardney, Lincolnshire, Flour Dealer. Pet June 17. 
castle, July 9atll. Sol Toynbee, Lincoln. 

Kimber, Frederick William, Church-rd, Commercial Clerk. Pet June 23 
(in forma pauperis). London, July 8 at 10. Sol Aldridge, 46 Moor- 


gate-st. 

Long, Godfrey, Kirkby Overblow, Wetherby, Yorkshire, Cattle and Horse 
Dealer. Pet May 17. eo al July 17 at 9, Sol Mason, York, 
and Queen-st-chambers, Sheffield. 

Maddox, William, yp hg eg , Staffordshire, Commission Agent. Pet. 
beh aig ry | duly 7 at Sol Walker, Wolverhampton. 

Mayston, Robert, Mintern-st, Hexton, Middlesex, Printer. Pet June 20. 
London, July 19 at 11. Sols Ashurst, Son, & Morris, 6 Old Jewry. 

Miller, Thomas, 271 and 273 Park-rd, Toxteth-pk, near Liverpool, Boot 
and — Maker. Pet June 23. Liverpool, July 11 at 3. Sol Grocott, 
Liverpool. 

Milner, Daniel, Clowes-st, Gorton-brook, near Manchester, Commission 
sae Pet June 24. Manchester, July 22 at 9.30. Sel Storer, Man- 
chester. 

Monkman, Jefferson, Kingston-upon-Hull, Auctioneer. Pet June 21. 
Kingston-upon-Hull, July 9 at 12. Sol Summers, Hull. 

Moulding, Joseph, Thong’s Bridge, Holmfirth, Kirkburton, Yorkshire, 
Veterinary Surgeon. Pet June 18. Holmfirth, July 14 at 10. Sol 
Leadbeater, Huddersfield. 

Munro, Andrew, 19 Sloane-ter, Sloane-st, Chelsea, Middlesex, Carpenter. 
Pet June 25. London; July 8 at 1. Sol Tibbetts, Field-ct, Gray’s-inn, 
Middlesex. 

Newsome, John, 5 Edmund-pl, Aldersgate-st, London, Commission Agent. 
Pet June 24 (in forma pauperis). London, July 7 at 2. Sol Aldridge, 
46 Moorgate-st. 

Park, Joseph , Dale-st, Rochdale-rd, Bury, Lancashire, Licensed Victualler. 
Pet June 25. Manchester, July 9 at 11. Sol Swan, Manchester. 

Phillips, Edward, White Horse Inn, Hambrook, Gloucestershire, Licensed 
Victualler. Pet June 26, Bristol, July 8 at 11. Sol Trenerry, Bristol. 

Pieking, William, 25 High-st, Lambeth, Surrey, Working Engineer. Pet 
June 25. London, July7 at 2. Sol Branwell, 17 Southampton-bidgs, 
Holborn. 

Price, William, Gotham, Nottinghamshire, Builder. Pet June 24. Not- 
tingham, July 15 at il. Sols Huish & Eddowes, Castle 
Roe, John, sen., 7 Crozier-st, Lambeth, Surrey. Pet June 25. London, 
July 15 at 10. Sol Treherne & Wolferstan, 17 Gresham-st. 

Sharp, George, 172 Crown-st, Liverpool, Coal ee Pet June 23, 
Liverpool, July 10 at 11. Sol Conway, Liverpoo! 

Shekell, Harriet Eliza, Broad-Marston, Foowerth Gi Gloucestershire, Widow. 
Pet June 19. Evesham, July 11 at 12. Sol W ilson, Worcester, 

Sidley, Joseph, Manchester-rd, Hyde, Cheshire, Publican. Pet June 26. 
Ashton-under-Lyne, July 17 at 11, Sol Reddish, 22 Princes-st, Man- 
chester. 

Singlehurst, Henry, Northumberland-st, Nottingham, Coal Dealer. Pet 
June 23. Nottingham, July 16 at 10. Sol Smith, Nottingham. 
Skilbeck, Thomas, Prices-st, Nunnery-lane, Journeyman Joiner. Pet 
June 24. York, July 10 at 11. Sol Mason, King-st, Castlegate, York. 
Slade, Robert, Haselbury Plucknett, Somersetshire, Twine and Web 
Manufacturer. Pet June 24. Crewkerne, July 8 at 11. Sol Lang, 

Crewkerne 

Smith, Benjamin, Wood top, Erringden, Halifax, Foreman Tailor. Pet 
June 24. Todmorden, July 10 at 10. Sol Blomley, Todmorden. 

Snudden, Thomas, 28 Greetham-st, Landport, Portsea, Hants, Boot and 
Shoemaker, Pet June 24. Portsmouth, July 15.at 12, Sol Paffard, 


Portsea. 
Sykes, Benjamin, Aspley, Huddersfield, Cloth Finisher. Pet June 25. 
ds, July 7 . 11. Sols Floyd & Learoyd, Huddersfield, and Bond & 
Barwick, 
Teago, Daniel, Chrencestee, Gloucestershire, Agricultural Implement 
Maker. Pet June 23. Bristol, July 8 at 1). Sol Wilkes, Gloucester. 
Thompson, Joseph Augustus, Granby- “st, Leicester, Confectioner. Pet 
June 24, Leicester, July 16 atl. Sol Haxby, Leicester. 

Thompson, John Henry, Butcher-st, Portsea, fants, Confectioner. Pet 
June 24. Portsmouth, July 15 at 12. Sol Paffard, Portsea, 

Thompson, James, Masbrough, near Rotherham, Yorkshire, Joiner. Pet 
June 24. Rotherham, July 2 at 11. Sols Marsh & EQwards, Rotherham. 

Thornley, Matthew, Sutton, Cheshite, Grocer. Pet June 25. Maccles- 
field, July 9 at 10. Sol May, Macclesfield, 

Tomkins, James Harrill, 3 Baldwin-st, Bristol, Corn Factor, Pet June 23, 
Bristol, July 8 at 11, Sol Trenerry, Bristol. 

Trimnell, William, 108 Lombard-st, Birmingham, Ivory and Bone Turner. 
Pet June 23. Birmingham, July 7 at 10. Sol Beaton, Birmingham. 

Walker, William, King’s Arms Tavern, 123 High-st, Shoreditch, Middle- 
sex, Licensed Victualler. Pet June 25, London, July 15 at 11, Sol 
Pook, 27 Basinghall-st, 

W estbrook, Richard, 6 Kensington-sq, Middlesex, Gent. Pet June 24. 
London, July 15 at 12. Sol Westbrook, 16 Carey-st, Lincoln’s- 

Whaits, Mary Ann, Steam Packet Hotel, Hotwells, Bristol, Licensed Vie+ 


June 


Pet 


Horn- 
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Pet June 24, Bristol, July 14 at 11, Sols Clifton & Benson, 


Bristol. 
Whiting, Ambrose Goode, King’s Lymn, Norfolk, Coal Merchant, June 18. 
London, July 8 at 10. ‘Sol Aldridge, 46 Moorgate-st. 
Willoughby, , Nottingham, Smal! Ware Dealer. Pet June 94. 
Nottingham, July 15 at ll. Sol Lees, Nottingham. 
Winn, John, 6 West-st, Seven Dials, Middlesex, Gas Fitter. June 20. 
London, July 8 at 10. Sol Aldridge, 46 Moorgate-st. 


Tugspay, July 1, 1862. 


Barton, James, 14 Castle-rd, Hastings, Sussex, Carman. Pet June 25 
Hastings, July 16 at 11. Sol Savery, St Leonards-on-sea. 

Bottomley. Sampson, 4 Temple-ter, lane, Bethnal-green, Mid- 
dlesex, Horse Dealer. Pet June 27 4 forma pauperis). London, July 


15 at 12, Sols Aldridge & Bromk sone Mlaainen 
Sols Lawrance, Plews, & tee, 








tentier, 


Brookman, Isaac, Caledonian-rd, 
Pet June 25. London, July 14 ‘at 1. 
14 Old Jewry-chambers. 

Buckland, Thomas, 10 and 11 Union-row, Kensall New-town, Keneall- 
green, Middlesex, Licensed to sell Beer. Pet June 28 (in forma 
ris). London, July 15 at 12. Sols Aldridge & Bromley, 46 M: 

Burton, Henry, Edmonton, Middlesex, Butcher. Pet June 28 (in forma 
pauperis). London, July 15 at }2. Sols Aldridge & Bromley, 46 Moor: 
gate-st. 

Bury, George, Blackburn, Lancashire, Manufacturer. Pet Jane19. Mah- 
chester, July 11 at 12, Sols Sale, Worthington, Shipman, & Seddon, 


conte, Wate ‘ mee x 
arke, William Alexander, -quay, Newport st, W: ee 
pathist. Pet June 23. Woreester. July 17 at 11. Sol Wilson; 
cester. 

Clayton, David, Cotherrott, near Church Pulverbatch, Salop, Farmier. Pet 
June 25, Birmingham, July 14 at 12. Sols Gorden, Shrewsbury; and 
Hodgson & Allen, Birmingham. : 

Coward, Thomas, in, Farmer. Pet Jane 23 
(in forma pauperis). Taunton, July 14 at 12. 

Cunliffe, Daniel, 2 Staunton-villas, Albany-rd, Southsea, Hants, 
Artist. Pet June 25. Portsmouth, duly 16 at mbar 

Cunningham, William Stroker, Arundel-st, Strand, Middlesex. 

25 (in forma pauperis). London, July 15 at 12. Sols Aldridge br pohened 
46 Moorgate-st. 

Curtis, Ebenezer, 19 Assembly-row, Mile-end, Middlesex, Wine and 
Merchant. Pet June 26. London, July 14 at 11. Sols Surr & 
12 Abchurch-lane, London. 


Dalton, Cliarles. 17 ‘Beresford- st, Walworth, Surrey, Commercial Clerk. 
Pet June 27 (in forma pauperis). London, July 10 14'at 12. Sol Aldridge 


46 Moorgate-st: 
Lancashire, Journeyman. Jwhe 16, 


Danson, Thomas, Scholes, Wigan, 
Wigan, July 24 at 9. Sol Leigh, Wigan. 
12 a ll. Sol Mann, New-st, York. 
Dexter, John, Cranoe, Leicestershire, Butcher. Pet June 19. Market 
et Harborough. 
Dyson, William, Bristol, ag acorn Pet June 26. Bristol, July 14 at 
Eariy, Herbert, 23 Bath-st, Cheltenham , Gl 
26. Cheltenham, July 14 at 1l!. Sol ‘Marshall, Chel 
indle, ire, Licensed Viea 
tualler. Pet June 25. St Helens; July 14 at 11, Sol Ambler Town- 
hall-bldgs, St Helens. 
censed Victualler. 
ham, July 14 at 12. Sols “Weodeek, Twist, & Woodcock; 
and James & Knight, Birmingham 
27. Manchester, July 11 at 11. Sols eobbets & Wh & a ok, hater 
Goodsell, William, Town Malling, Kent, Licensed 
Harrison, Robson, Richmond-rd, Barnsbury 
46 Moorgate-st. 
Hasking, John, Simonsbuth, Exmoor, Somersetshire, ee 
June 26. South Molton, J ‘aly 15 at 10. Sol Shapland, South 
‘ington, Dev: 
Exeter, July 18 at2. Sol Floud, Exeter. 
Hopkins, William, Bryncladd, Llanelly, HoSenay ror yy Platelayer. 
Jackson, Richard, & John Jackson, Oldham, Lancashire, 
Pet June 26. Manchester, pa ‘2 at II.’ Sol Mellor, Oldtiant. 
Sheffield, Embosser. Pet Jimie 27; 
Sheffield, July 11 at 2. Sol Patteson, Sheffield. 
wgate-st, Packing Case Méfufacturer. 
Pet June 21. London, July 14 at |. Sol Mackreth, Corbet-ct, Grace- 
church-st, 
-_ Far Dresser. 


Darby, Mary Ann, 13 Bootham, York, Spinster. Pet June26. York, Jaly 
Harborough, July 8 at 10. Sol Do Market 
1l. Sols Bevan, Press, & 
oucestershire, Tailor. Pét Jané 
itenham. 
Friar, Thomas, Hope and Anchor Inn, Wi 
Gilbert, William, Coventry, Li Pet June 27. - 
Gilson, Thomas, 2 Marble-st, Munchester, 
26. London, July 15. atll. Sol Poveriéy, 19 12 coleman 
Pet (in forma pauperis) Sune 27. London, Say "15 at 2. fot andeaaea Aldriages 
Hockey, William, Kiim onshire, Cattle Dealer. Pet June 27. 
Pet June 25. Lianeily, July 9at 11. Sol Jones, Lian 
Spinners. 
Joel, George Henry, 55 Suffolk-rd 
Jones, David Adam, 14 Bath-st, Ne 
Jouanneau, Thomas Adolphe, 4 Mount-pl, Whitecha 


Pet June 25. London, July 15 at 12. Sol M 

Lancaster, Joseph, & John Lancaster, Rebecca-st, Bradiott, 

Timber Merchants. Pet June 26. Leeds, July 11 at 1, ‘sol beeny’ 
St. John-st, Leeds. 

Lipscombe, Joseph, Banner-st, St. Luke’s, Middlesex, ea. 
turer. Pet June 25. London July 15 atl. Sol Clare, Sise-taré; ion- 
don. 

Long, Edward, Knottingley, Yorkshire, Farmer. Pet Juné 27, Beéds, 
July 14 at ii. Sols Harle, Leeds, and Field, ee | 

Mackay, Alexander, 32 Sandys. -row, Widegate- 6 eee 
Chemist. Pet (in forma pauperis) June 26. London, July 15 at 2. 
Aldridge, 46 Moorgate-st. 

Martin, ‘Thomas, 61 Oxford-st, Birmingham, Ink and Blacking Manufac- 
turer, Pet June 23. Birmingham, August 4 at 10, Sol Allen, Birs 
mingham. 

Masters, Joseph, St. Nicholas, Church-st, Warwick, Carpenter. Pet June 
26. Warwick, July 14 at 10. Sol Snape, Warwick. 

Mercer, William, 10 Talbot-st, Lancashire, Licensed Victualler. Pet Jumé 
28. Liverpool, July 11 at 11.30. Sol Grocott, Li 

Merralls, Alfred, 75 Bethnal-green-rd, Middlesex, . Pet 
one 27. London, pee 15 at 1.30, Sol Holt, Quality-ct, 


Jan 
Milward, Richard, » Miner, Pet June 23; 
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Morgan, William, 6 King-st, Bristol, Auctioneer. Pet June 30. 
July 14 at 11. Sol Nalder, Bristol. 

Munro, Andrew, 19 Sloane-ter, Sloane-st, Chelsea, Carpenter. Pet June 
25. London, July 8at 1. Sol Tibbetts, Field-ct, Gray’s-inn. 

Nicklin, Samuel Edward Kettle, 35 George-st, Leamington Priors, War- 
wickshire, Architect. Pet June 21. Warwick, July 14 at 10 Sol 
Griffin, Leamington Priors. 

Parrington, Leonard Harker, Guisborough, Yorkshire, Land and Estate 
Agent. Pet June 25. Leeds, July 11 at 11. Sol Mason, York. 

Partridge, Thomas, 57 Long-lane, London, Saddler and Harness Maker. 
Pet June 30, London, July 15 at 1.30. Sol Neal, Pinners’ Hall, Oid 
Broad-st, London. 

Peate, John Rowland, 8 Northampton-row, Holloway, Middlesex, Book- 
seller. Pet June 28. London, July 14 at 1. Sol Wells, 47 Moorgate- 
street. 

Perry, Samuel, jun., Fineh-st, Lozells, Handsworth, Staffordshire, En- 
graver. Pet June 27. Birmingham, August 4 at 10. Sol Parry, Bir- 
mingham, 

Pile, Philip, 7 St. Peter’s-ter, Notting-hill, Middlesex, Carpenter. Pet 
June 27. London, July 14 at 11. Sol Parsons, 43 Basinghall-st. 

Pitts, James, Docking, Norfolk, Grocer. Pet June 27. London, July 15 
at 11. Sol Wilkin, 3 Furnival’s-inn, Holborn, and King’s Lynn, Nor- 
folk, 

Pizey, Edward, Upper Holloway, Middlesex, Clerk. Pet June 28. Bir- 
mingham, July 14 at 12. Sols Kitson, Wolverhampton, and James & 
Knight, Birmingham. 

Power, Samuel, 40 Factory-rd, Birmingham, Milkman’s Assistant. Pet 
June 25. Birmingham, August 4 at 10. Sol Parry, Birmingham. 

Prout, William, Wiveliscombe, Somersetshire, Tailor. Pet (in forma pau- 
peris) June 14, Wellington, July 11 at 10. 

Reading, George, Leamington Priors, Warwickshire, Keeper of Agricul- 
tural Implements for Hire. Pet June 26. Birmingham, July 18 at 12. 
Sols James & Knight, Birmingham. 

Richardson, John, 40 King William-st, London, Merchant. Pet June 27. 
London, July 15 at 12. Sols Pook, 27 Basinghall-st, and Riches, 34 
Coleman-st. 

Riley, John, Atherstone, Warwickshire, Grocer. 
ham, July 14 at 12. 
Knight, Birmingham. 

Ritchie, Arthur, Liverpool, Commission Merchant. Pet June 26. 
pool, July ll at 11. Sols Forshaw & Goodman, Liverpool. 

Roberts, John Evans, Bangor, Carnarvonshire, Hotel Keeper. Pet June 
27. Liverpool, July 15 at 12. Sols Evans, Son, & Sandys, Liverpool. 

Rogers, Robert, Fair-green, Glemsford, near Sudbury, Suffolk, Chemist. 
Pet June 26. London, July 15 at 11. Sols Nichols & Clark, 9 Cook’s- 
et, Lincoln’s-inn, agents for Salmon, Bury St Edmunds. 

Rowdon, William, Crediton, Devonshire, Tailor. Pet June 28. Crediton, 
July 16 at 11. Sols Cleaves & Sparkes, Crediton. 

Russell, Samuel, Blythe, Nottinghamshire, M.D. Pet June 25. Sheffield, 
July 14 at 10. Sols Smith & Burdekin, Sheffield. 

Sadler, George, Ross, Herefordshire, Auctioneer. Pet June27. Birming- 
ham, July 18 at 12. Sols P. & C. Cooke, Gloucester. 

Spencer, John, Loughborough, Leicestershire, Dealer in Glass. Pet June 
23. Loughborongh, July 16 at 10. Sol Giles, Loughborough. 

Spencer, William, Wallingford, Berks, Brewer. Pet. Wallingford, July 
21 at 12. Sols White & Sons, 11 Bedford-row. 

Steel, James, Doncaster, Yorkshire, Railway Labourer. 
Doncaster, July 10 at 12. Sol Whitfield, Rotherham. 
Tidy, Martin, Milford Heath, Whitley, Surrey. Turner. 

Godalming, July 9 at 12. Sol White, Guildford. 

Timmis, Henry, Stone, Staffordshire, Tailor. Pet June 28. 
26 atll. Sol Litchfield, Newcastle-under-Lyme. 

Tonge, Edward, 14 Villiers-st, Strand, Attorney-at-Law. Pet June 26. 
London, July 16 at 11.30. Sol Goren, 29 South Molton-st, London. 

Veness, James, Hooe, Sussex, Butcher. Pet June 26. Hastings, July 16 
at 11.30. Sol Savery, St. Leonard’s-on-Sea, 

Vowles, James, Paulton, Somersetshire, Tallow Chandler. 
Bristol, July 14 at 11. 
Inskip, Bristol. 

Walpole, Charles Henry Phillips, 16 Albert-terrace, Barnsbury-rd, Isling- 
ton, Middlesex, Bookkeeper. Pet June 28. London, July 15 at 12. Sols 
Hare & Whitfield, | Mitre-ct, Temple. 

Watkins, Benjamin, Madley, Herefordshire, Farmer. Pet June 27. Bir- 
mingham, July l4at 12. Sol Suckling, Birmingham, 

Watson, John Lovis, 72 Great Queen-st, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, Middlesex, 
Licensed Victualler. Pet June 26. London, July 15 at 11.30. Sols 
Lewis & Hand, Coleman-st, City. 

West, John, Riverhead, Kent, Grocer. Pet June 19. London, July 19 at 
12. Sols Linklaters & Co, 7 Walbrook. 

itfield, William, Naylor-st, Windle, Lancashire, Beerseller. Pet June 
27. St Helens, July 14 at12. Sol Marsh, 15 Market-st, St Helens. 

Whitwell, Thomas, Thornton Rust, Yorkshire, Shoemaker, Pet June 26. 
Leyburn, July 10at 10. Sol Teale, Leyburn. 

Wickins, Charles, 10 Culmore-ter, Asylum-rd, Old Kent-rd, Surrey, Com- 
mercial Traveller. Pet June 28. London, July 15 atl. Sol Peverly, 
19 Coleman-st. 

Wigger, David, Julian-pl. Norwich, Machinist. Norwich, 
July (4at11. Sol Sadd, jun, Norwich. 

Wi'de, Henry John De, 6 Brunswick-pl, Barnsbury, Islington, Middlesex, 
Upholsterer. Pet June 27. London, July 12 at 11,30. Sol Clarke, 2 
Stanley-pl, Paddington. 

Williams, George, Wakefield, Hairdresser. Wakefield, July 
23 at 11. Sol Gill, Wakefield. 

Wilson, L’Argent, 3 Providence-pl, Perry-st, Northfieet, Kent. June 18. 
Gravesend, July 2 at 11. Sol Arnold, Gravesend. 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Farmar, June 27, 1862. 
Hart, Morris, 5 Queen’s-st, Brompton, Middlesex. June 24. 
Yewdall, Joseph, Horsforth, Yorkshire, Cloth Manufacturer. 


Tugspay, July 1, 1862. 
Bruce, Charlotte Emma, Scotland and London. June 27. 
Crombicholme, Elizabeth, Birkenhead, Innkeeper. June 26. 
Horrocks, Samuel, Hyde-rd, Manchester, Licensed Victualler. June 5. 
— Thomas William, 13 Bridge-rd, Victoria-pk, Middlesex, Baker, 
‘eb il. 
Wilkinson, Thomas, Morley, Yorkshire, Cloth Manufacturer. June 26. 


Bristol» 


Pet June 25. Birming- 


Liver- 


Pet June 23. 
Pet June 17. 


Stone, July 


Pet June 28, 
Sols Mogg, Temple Cloud, and Bevan, Press, & 


Pet June 26. 


Pet June 27. 


June 24, 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER, 


Sols Baxter & Son, Atherstone, and James & ° 
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AW FIRE INSURANCE SOCIETY, 
Chancery-lane, London. 
Susscripep CariTaL, £5,000,000, 
TRUSTEES. 
The Right Hon, LORD CHELMSFORD. 
The Right Hon. LORD TRURO. 
The Right Hon. the LORD CHIEF BARON. 
The Right Hon. the LORD JUSTICE Sir J. L. KNIGHT BRUCE, 
The Right Hon. the LORD JUSTICE Sir G. J, TURNER. 
The Right Hon. JOHN ROBERT MOWBRAY, M.P. 
WILLIAM BROUGHAM, Esq. 

Insurances expiring at Mdsummer should be renewed within 15 days 
thereafter, at the Offices of the Society, or with any of its agents through- 
out the country. 

This Society holds itself responsible, under its fire policy, for any damage 


done by explosion of gas. 
E. BLAKE BEAL, Secretary. 





LBERT MEDICAL and FAMILY ENDOW- 

: MENT LIFE ASSURANCE COMPANY. 

Principal Office 7, Waterloo-place, London. 
Branch Offices—At Calcutta, Madras, Bombay, Agra, and Hong Kong, 
with agencies throughout the United Kingdom. 

Position, INcoME, AND Pr , OF THE COMPANY. 
The accumulated assets Exceed ...esscccccescceccssscccccece 
The subscribed capital ....cecesesesccceccesccescececcccese 
The annual income from life premiumsexceeds .......+.e+02 250,000 
The policy claims and bonuses paid to claimants about ...... 1,000,000 

The new business is progressing at the rate of about £25,000 per annum, 

The Company contracts the following description of business:—Life As- 
surance on Healthy and Lives, Annuities and Endowments of 
all kinds, India Risk Assurances, and Guarantee business; and confers 
upon Insurers great facilities and advantages, coupled with perfect secu- 
rity. 

Special and pecnliar features have been adopted, in order to render the 
Company’s Policies additionally valuable as securities, and to offer tothe 
insured means whereby their policies may be saved from forfeiture. 

Prospectuses, forms of proposal for Assurance, and every information, 
may be obtained on application to any of the Society’s Agents; or to the 
Secretary, at 7, Waterloo- » London, S.W., to whom applications for 
agencies in places not efficiently represented may be addressed. 

FRANK EASUM, Secretary. 





£650,000 
500,000 





REVERSIONS AND ANNUITIES, 


LA? REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
68, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
Cuarrman—Russell Gurney, Esq., Q.C., Recorder of London. 
DeruTy-CHAIRMAN—Nassau W, Senior, Esq., late Master in Chancery. 
Reversions and Life Interests purchased: Immediate and Deferred An- 
nuities granted in exchange for Reversionary and Contingent Interests. 
Annuities, Immediate, Deferred, and Contingent, and also Endowments 
granted on favourable terms, 
Prospectuses and Forms of Proposal, and all further information, may be 
at the Office. Cc. B. CLABON, Secretary. 





LACK’S SILVER ELECTRO PLATE is a coat- 
ing of pure Silver over Nickel. A combination of two metals pos- 
sessing such valuable properties renders it in appearance and wear equal 


to Sterling Silver. 
Fiddle Pattern. 
s 6 £5. 
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Dessert ditto ...sesceseee 
Table Spoons ......+.+008 
Dessert ditto .... 
Tea Spoons ....-.eeeeceee 012 0 and 0 18 

Every Article for the Table as in Silver—A Sample Tea Spoon 
warded on receipt of 20 stamps. 
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LACK’S FENDER AND FIRE-IRON WARE- 

HOUSE is the MOST ECONOMICAL, consistent with good quality.— 
Tron Fenders, 3s. 6d.; Brouzed ditto, 8s. 6d., with standards; superior 
Drawing-room ditto, 14s, 6d. to 50s.; Fire Irons, 2s. 6d. to 20s. Patent 
Dish Covers, with handles to take off, 18s, set of six. Table Knives and 
Forks, 8s. per dozen. Roasting Jacks, complete, 7s. 6d. Tea-trays, 
6s. 6d. set of three; elegant Papier Machié ditto, 25s. the set. Tea 
with plated knob, 5s, 6d.; Coal Scuttles, 2s. 6d. A set of Kitchen Uten- 
sils for cottage, £3. Slack’s Cutlery has been celebrated for 50 years. 
Ivory Table Knives, 14s., 16s.,and 18s, per dozen. White Bone Knives 
and Ne 8s. 9d. and 12s.; Black Horn ditto, 8s. and 10s. All war- 
ranted. 

As the limits of an advertisement will not allow of a detailed list, pur- 
chasers are requested to send for their Catalogue, with 350 drawings, and 
prices of Electro Plate, Warranted Table Cutlery, Fu Ironmon- 
gery, &c. May be had gratis or post free. Every article in 
figures at the same low prices for which their establishment has 
en ig for nearly 50 years, Orders above £2 delivered carriage free 
per rail. 

RICHARD AND JOHN SLACK, 336, STRAND, LONDON, 
Opposite Somerset House. 


rf‘O SOLICITORS, &c., requiring DEED BOXES, 
will find the best-made article lower than any other house. Lists 
of Prices and sizes may be had gratis or sent post free. 
RICRARD and JOHN SLACK, 336, Strand, opposite Somerset House. 
Established nearly 50 years. Orders above £2 sent carriage free. 














